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THE SCOTTISH UNION 
NATIONAL INSURANCE COMPANY. 


(Estapiisip py Act or PaRiiament.) 
CAPITAL £6,000,000. 


In whi-h is incorporated THE LANCASHTRE AND YORKSHIRE INSURANCE 
COMPANY, LIMITED. 


BROWN STREET, MANCHESTER, 


AND 


39, 


This COMPANY’S GUARANTEE BONDS are accepted 
H.M. COURTS OF CHANCERY and BOARD OF TRADE, 
all Departments of H.M. Government. 

The “CLIMAX” POLICY of the Company provides against 
ACCIDENTS — ILLNESS— PERMANENT DISABLEMENT, &c. 
Capital Sums Assured under the Policy are added to annually under a 
CUMULATIVE BONUS SCHEME, 


Policies are also issued indemnifying Employers in relation to the Work- 
men’s Compensation Acts, 1897-1900, the Employers’ Liability Act, 1880, 
and at Common Law, and Public Liability (Third Party) Risks. 

R, KENNEDY MITCHELL, 
Manager Accident Department. 


PHG@NIX ASSURANCE CO., Ltd. 


PH@NIX FIRE OFFICE. 
ESTABLISHED 1782. 
19, LOMBARD STREET, and 57, CHARING CROSS, LONDON. 
Lowest Current Rates, 
Liberal and Prompt Settlements. 
Assured free of all Liability. 
Electric Lighting Ru'es supplied. 


IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS 


In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of 
LICENSED PROPERTY 


To eee that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 


Loss OR FORFEITURE OF THE LICENSE. 


Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtained on application to 
THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 

24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 
MORTGAGES ON LICENSED PROPERTIES GUARANTEED. 


LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 





by 
and by 

















ESTABLISHED 1836. 





- £ 5,123,000 
£678,000 
- £ 2,600,000 
- £ 19,000,000 


FUNDS 

INCOME 
YEARLY BUSINESS 
BUSINESS IN FORCE 


Td PERFECTED SYSTEM of Life Assurance is peculiar to this Society 
and embraces every modern advantage. 


PERFECTED MAXIMUM POLICIES. 


Wirsovr Prorits. 





The Rates for these Whole Life Policies are very moderate. 
Age | Premium | Age | Premium 


“Age | Premium 
om at ao tee, 


20 | £17 8°), 





£1,000 POLICY WITH BONUSES 
According to last results. 
Valuation at 24 p.c. :—Hm. Table of Mortality. 


Full information on application to 
THE MANAGER, 10, FLEET STREET, LONDON. 





40 yrs, 


£2,067 | 


30 yrs. 
£1,724 


Duration | l0yrs. | 20 yrs. 


Amount of Policy | 61,199 | £1,438 
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Current Topics. 


The Result of the Law Society Poll. 

Tne port taken last week resulted in the carrying of the 
resolution, which was defeated at the meeting on the 14th of 
December, by 1,169 votes against 609. Less than a fourth of 
the members voted, and we imagine they included a fair pro- 

ortion of country members from districts having easy access to 
Lenten. The London members did not, apparently, poll very 
strongly, but we believe that “pairs” were adopted in many 
cases. The result of a poll by postcards sent out by the 
requisitionists to country members is stated to have shewn a 
still greater preponderance in favour of the resolution. We need 
hardly say that we regard the appointment of the Committee 
with great satisfaction. It contains many men well known for 
moderation and sound judgment, and we believe it may be 
safely trusted to suggest regulations which will satisfy the public 
and not prove unduly irksome to practitioners. It should be 
observed that with the appointment of the Committee the dail 
newspapers’ correspondence and attacks on solicitors have inne 


The Mode of Voting on a Law Society Poll. 

Ir writ be seen from the agenda for the Law Society meeting 
next week, which we print elsewhere, that a number of notices 
of motion for altering the mode of voting on a poll have been 
given. Probably the President’s motion, requesting the Council 
to consider and ne pe to an early special general meeting as to 
the best means o: jor tecwyen by fe bee within the powers 
of the Charter, the opinions of the whole body of the members 
upon questions upon which a poll has been demanded and 
ane at a general meeting, will be carried ; it << to 
afford the best means . securing — — and efficient 
regulations for polling by voting papers. meeting can hardly 
Sees in detail the elaborate regulations proposed by one of the 
notices of motion. 


The Long Vacation. 


Tut Oovuncr of Judges have decided 
steod, by no mean unanimously) to alter 


, it 


b gee 
e date for 
mencement of the Long Vacation to the Ist of A’ 
date for the commencement of the Michael 


12th of October, and it is that the 


into o tion on the 1st of 


nearly a fortnight from the 
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but, fortunately, the Trinity Sittings begin this year on the 28th 
of May, instead of on the 12th of June, the date of their com- 
mencement last year, so that probably less inconvenience will 
arise. There will, however, inevitably occur a press of urgent 
applications during the last days of the sittings, since it will be 
ditticult for dilatory practitioners to bear in mind that the doors 
of the Royal Courts will be closed on the Ist of August. It 
would be a great convenience if the stringent regulations as to 
vacation business could be relaxed during the first Long 
Vacation under the new arrangement. 


Company Trustees. 

In Earl of Aberdeen v. Drury (Times, 12th inst.) an 
application was made to Mr. Justice Swinren Eavy by three 
trustees for the appointment of “Dr. Barnardo’s Homes— 
National Incorporated Association,” a corporation created and 
registered under the Companies Acts, as sole trustee in their 
place. The trust deed provided that the number of trustees 
should not be reduced below three. No objection was taken to 
the proposed appointment, but Swivren Eapy, J., refused the 
application, saying (as reported) that ‘‘the language of the 
trust deed was too strong for him.” In a similar casea colonial 
judge (New South Wales) has taken the opposite view, though 
there too the application was unopposed. In Re Shanahan 
(1891, 7 W. N. N. S. W. 114) an application was made for the 
appointment of the Permanent Trustee Co. of New South Wales 
(Limited) as new trustee in place of two trustees, and the will 
contained a direction that there should never be less than two 
trustees. Owen, J., said: ‘‘I think I can appoint the company 
sole trustee in spite of the direction in the will; it is different 
from appointing an individual sole trustee.” The company was 
accordingly appointed sole trustee. 


Representation by Seller that Goods Manufac- 
tured by Another Person Have Been Manufac- 
tured by the Seller. 

A quzstion of some novelty has, we are informed, arisen in one 
of the large manufacturing towns of the North. The law with 
regard to what are called ‘‘ passing off” cases is well settled— 
that one man has no right to put off his goods for sale as the 
goods of a rival trader, and cannot be allowed to use names, 
marks, letters, or other indicia by which he may induce pur- 
chasers to believe that the goods which he is selling are the 
manufacture of another person. But there is a remarkable 
absence of authority as to the right of one who hears that 
goods manufactured by him have been sold by another 
as being of the seller's own manufacture, to apply for an 
injunction to restrain such sales in future. It may be 
said that the manufacturer would have great difficulty in 
“eae that he had sustained, or was likely to sustain, damage 

y reason of any such sales. But an unscrupulous rival who 
wished to undersell his competitors might think that it would be 
worth his while to purchase their goods and resell them as being 
of his own manufacture at a lower price. The loss which he 
would sustain by this transaction he would look upon in the 
same light as the expenses of advertisement. We believe that 
there are well-known cases in which authors or artists have been 
suspected of selling work as their own which was in fact the 
work of another person, but we can find no case in which such 
a fraud has been followed by legal proceedings. 


Evasion of the Law in the United States. 

Heer Lupwie Forpa, in a paper which he has recently 
published in a German periodical, gives us his experience of 
the laws, and the respect for these laws, in the United States 
of America. He observes that, properly speaking, a person 
travelling much about the country must carry in his head the 
variegated pattern of forty-six different State codes if he wishes 
to be secure from coming anywhere into conflict with the 
existing law. ‘This is especially true with regard to the 

rovisions for the observance of Sunday and the consumption of 
iquors. The remedy of the American citizen is not to combat 
these restrictions, but to do his best to evade them. Evasion of 
the law has been developed into a veritable art. For example, 
in Chicago, until recently, men played with ten pins instead of 
nine pins, the reason being that the game of nine pins had been 
prohibited in the State of Lllinois. In a Western city saloons 


must be closed on Sunday. Accordingly, the front door of the 
largest and most elegant café, which I wished to visit with some 
friends on Sunday, was strongly barricaded, but when we entered 
through a back door, we could only with difficulty find an 
unoccupied table. In the first hotel at Washington you cannot 
get on Sundays anything to drink if you do not eat at the same 
time, and what you eat must be a hot dish. A cold dish will 
not do. What must you then do if, after the principal meal, 
you have a sinful longing for a glass of beer? A simple thing 
is to order a hot sandwich and then you may drink to your 
heart’s content. The laws were made to be obeyed, but they 
are not taken literally, and evasion of them is tolerated.” We 
believe that, allowing for a little embellishment, there is ground 
for these criticisms, which may perhaps be explained by the 
hurry and excitement of a community which is so absorbed in 
— as to have no time to devote to the amendment of its 
aw. 


Wife Claiming to be ‘‘ Lodger” of her Husband. 


A question of some general interest came under considera- 
tion a few days ago in the West London police-court. The 
defendant, a certified bailiff, was summoned by a married 
woman, under section 2 of the Lodgers’ Goods Protection Act 
(34 & 35 Vict. c. 79), on the ground that he had been guilty 
of an illegal distress upon her goods, and that she was 
entitled to an order for their restoration. The Act, as 
is well known, enacts that if any superior landlord shall 
levy a distress on the goods of a lodger for rent due by 
his immediate tenant, the lodger may serve the landlord or 
bailiff employed to levy the distress with a declaration that the 
goods are the property, and in the possession of, the lodger, and 
stating what rent is due from the lodger, and the lodger may 

ay this rent to the landlord or bailiff, and if the landlord or 
Bailiff go on with their proceedings after being served with this 
declaration, and after payment of the rent due from the lodger, 
they shall be guilty of an illegal distress. It appeared that the 
complainant and her husband, an undischarged bankrupt, 
carried on a lodging-house, and though her husband was 
accepted as tenant, he only occupied one room in the basement, 
the other rooms being used by his wife, who paid him a weekly 
rent. In answer to the magistrate, she said she provided the 
housekeeping money out of the takings from the lodgers. A 
distress having been levied by the superior landlord, she made a 
declaration in accordance with the Act. It was admitted that 
when on a previous occasion the wife’s furniture was seized for 
rent, she made no claim under the Act. The magistrate dis- 
missed the summons, and we are not furnished with the 
grounds of his decision, but presume he was not satisfied that 
the wife was a bond fide lodger within the meaning of the 
section. The statute does not give any definition of the term 
‘‘lodger,” but it must probably mean a lodger according to the 
understanding of the word by the majority of persons con- 
versant with the mode of letting houses to lodgers and under- 
tenants. Adopting this construction, it would not be generally 
supposed that the relation of lodger existed between the 
plaintiff and her husband, and the decision of the magistrate 
will command general approval. 


Contingent Claims Against Estates. 


Ax mportant decision upon the power of the court to direct 
the distribution of an estate by executors without making pro- 
vision for contingent liabilities has been given by Nevituiz, J. 
in Re King, Mellor v. South Australian Land, &c., Co. (1907, 1 
Ch. 72). most of the cases the question of future contingent 
liabilities has arisen in connection with leasehold property, and 
it was formerly the practice to order a fund to be set apart as an 
indemnity to the executors. This, however, was in general 
rendered unnecessary by the Law of Property Amendment 
Act, 1859 (22 & 23 Vict. c. 35), which provided, by section 27, 
that upon an executor satisfying all liabilities accrued due 
and assigning the lease to a purchaser, he should be at liberty to 
distribute the estate without retaining any part to meet any 
future liability. 
V.C., in Dodson v. Sammell (1 Dr. & Sm. 575), where an 








executor was distributing assets under the direction of the court, 
any indemnity was in principle unnecessary, since the executor 
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was sufficiently protected by the authority of the court. “It is 
difficult,” he said, “to reconcile {the indemnity] with the 
acknowledged principle, now at least well settled, that a decree or 
order of the court directing the administration and application of 
the assets is of itself a complete and perfect indemnity to [the 
executor |, provided he keeps back nothing which ought to be 
disclosed to the court.”” The indemnity fund might, indeed, be 
arded as established for the benefit of the contingent creditor, 
and this would be a substantial reason for retaining it, but it was 
held in King v. Malcott (9 Hare 692), that such creditor has no 
equitable interest which the court will recognize. It was 
suggested by Byanz, J., in Re Nixon (1904, 1 Oh. 638), that 
the order of the court might not be a complete protection to the 
executor if, by reason of privity of estate, he was under a legal 
liability in respect of the covenants of the lease, but, subject to 
this qualification, he held that the assets should be ordered to 
be distributed without retaining any indemnity fund. In the 
present case of Ae King (supra) the question arose in regard to 
liability for uncalled capital upon shares which had been held 
by the testator. The beneficiaries were willing to take over the 
shares and to give the executors a personal indemnity, but the 
directors, who had an absolute power to refuse transfers, had 
refused to register transfers tothem. Inasmuch, however, as the 
executors were under no personal liability to the company, there 
was no reason for retaining an indemnity fund for their 
protection. They would, as Nevittz, J., observed, be sufficiently 
protected by the order of the court made in the administration 
of the estate, and no such fund could be required on behalf of 
the company. This was equivalent to a declaration that the 
company would have to be satisfied with the personal liability of 
the beneficiaries, and in this way apparently the objection of the 
company to accepting them as transferees would be got over. 


Confirmation of Sales by Private Acts. 


A ”imtrED owner who is contracting to sell land to a public 
body which has the powers of the Lands Clauses Act, 1845, may 
sell under section 7 of that statute, in which case the purchase- 
money will be fixed by valuation under section 9, or he may sell 
under the power conferred upon him by the Settled Land Acts, 
in which ease he must agree the price himself. If, however, 
neither of these modes is adopted, but the limited owner enters 
into an agreement for sale of the fee simple, which is afterwards 
confirmed by a private Act of Parliamept, is the agreement so 
confirmed one which is binding on the persons entitled in 
remainder? This question Warrineton, J., has in Re Zarl of 
Wilton’s Settled Estates (1907, 1 Ch. 50) answered in the affirma- 
tive. Under a compound settlement the settled estates stood 
limited to uses under which the Earl of Witton was tenant 
for life, and there was an infant tenant in tail in remainder. 
In April, 1904, the tenant for life entered into an agreement 
to sell part of the property to the Corporation of Manchester at 
aprice to be fixed by arbitration. S on provided that the 
contract should be conditional on the sanction of Parliament by 
local Act being given to the corporation to purchase the lands 
and execute the intended works, and to confirm the contract. 
Subsequently a private Act was obtained by the corporation, 
which provided, inter alia, that the contract, which was set forth 
in a schedule to the Act, “is hereby confirmed and made 
binding on the parties thereto respectively, and the same shall 
and may be carried into effect accordingly.” The remainderman 
was not represented before Parliament upon the passing of the 
Bill. Inasmuch as the purchase price was to be ascertained by 
arbitration, the contract was not one which it was competent for 
the vendor to make as tenant for life under the Settled Land 
Acts, and at first sight it does not appear as though it could be 
confirmed by private Act so as to tind persons who were not 
parties to the passing of the Act. ‘‘ Every man,” it was said in 
Lucy vy. Levington (1 Vent., p. 176), in a passage quoted by 
Wanrrinoton, J., in the present case, “is so far party to a private 
Actof Parliament as not to gainsay it, but not so as to give up his 
interest.”’ But this must be taken subject to the qualification 
that parties not before Parliament may be bound, if the Act 
necessarily implies that such was the intention of Parliament, 
and when Parliament confirms a contract entered into by the 
tenant for life for sale of the fee it can hardly be denied that 
there is an implication of an intention that all persons interested 








in the fee shall be bound. Moreover, it was one of the terms of the 
present contract that the award as to the purchase price should 
‘*be final and binding upon all the parties hereto respectivel 
and upon all parties interested in the said Wilton estates,” an 
when Parliament directed that the agreement should be carried 
into effect, it thereby confirmed this clause and made the salé 
binding upon the remainderman. It is to be observed that the 
sale of the fee was properly made by the tenant for life under 
his statutory powers except as to the ascertainment of the 
purchase price, so that the private Act did not deprive the 
remainderman of the land; it merely indicated a method of 
ascertaining the purchase-money which was beyond the com- 
petency of the tenant for life. 


Disorderly Conduct at Public Meetings. 


Tus ricut of holding public meetings is largely exercised 
wherever the English language is spoken, and the duties of the 
chairmen who preside over these assemblies are not in ordinary 
cases attended with difficulty. But the chairman is occasionally 
called upon to repress rude and violent interruption of the 
speakers, or, as a last resource, to direct the expulsion of those 
who continue to disturb the proceedings. An order to seize 
and eject a disturber, using no unnecessary violence, may 
involve the person giving the order in an action of pe pe 
and we are not surprised that the Legislature of one of our 
most important Oolonies, Victoria, has brought in a Bill to 
prevent disorderly conduct at public meetings. The Public 
Meetings Bill provides that every person who, in or near any 
hall, room, or building in which a public meeting is being 
held, behaves in a riotous, indecent, offensive, or insulting 
manner, or uses any threatening, abusive, or insulting words, 
shall be guilty of an offence, and be liable on conviction before 
a court of petty sessions to a fine not exceeding £5, or to 
imprisonment not exceeding one month. The chairman of any 
public meeting is also empowered to verbally direct any member 
of the police force who is present to remove persons guilty of 
the conduct described. An order to a police constable to remove 
persons guilty of disorderly conduct must in some cases be taken 
to mean that the intelligent officer is to determine who are the 
persons who have been guilty, and to Pag ra to remove them. 
lf a mistake is made, and some peaceful individual is dragged 
out, will the Act deprive him of any remedy by action at law 
against the chairman? This question may sooner or later be 
raised in the Australian court. 


Motor Cyclists and Their Liabilities. 


Many Enauisumen could express a decided opinion as to 
whether the use of a motor cycle is a noisy nuisance, but the 
uestion has not, so far as we are aware, been referred to the 
High Court. But the Sixth Court of the Tribunal of the 
Seine has just had to consider how far this energetic and noisy . 
vehicle can be an interference with the rights of the public. 
Lasessz, a carman, was leading his waggon along the road, 
when, at a turning, the brothers OnzRBiLion, each mounted upon 
a motor cycle, came along at full speed. The horses leading the 
waggon took fright, and twisting round, threw down and 
trampled upon the unfortunate carman, whereby he was so 
injured as to be obliged to undergo amputation of the right 
arm. The insurance company who had insured the master of 
LaBEssE against accident brought an action to recover 
damages against the two motor cyclists, but the court decided 
against the claim. The judgment is as follows: “ Oon- 
sidering that it is admitted that the horses took fright, and 
that this was the cause of the accident, that it is the duty 
of the owner of horses to train them in such a manner 
that they may be able to bear without alarm the ordinary 
noises of the road, otherwise the use of railway trains, 
which often run by the side of a highway, would be seriously 
impeded. It must follow, therefore, that the action of the 


company cannot be maintained.” The reasoning of this judg- 
ment is not unlike that in Rex v. Pease (4 B. & Ad. 30), where 
a railway, authorized by a special Act, was parallel with, and 
adjacent to, an ancient highway, and the locomotive engines 
frightened the horses of a person using the road. It was held 
that an indictment of the company for a nuisance could not be 
maintained, the court thinking that it was not unreasonable 
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that ae of the public should sustain inconvenience for the 
benefit of the rest. Motor cycles have not been expressly 
authorized by the Legislature, but it is probably too fate to 
contend that their use is illegal. 


Extravagance at Circuit Messes. 


Tae newspParers of Berlin inform us that the Emperor is about 
to take measures to repress the luxury prevailing among the 
officers of the Prussian army, and that recently, while at a mess 
dinner, he expressed his annoyance at the delicacies and the 
French champagne and other expensive wines which were 
served at the table. His Majesty wishes that in future the 
dinner should consist of sseauel plain dishes, with red or white 
table wine and a glass of German champagne with the joint. 
We remember to have thought some years ago that a similar 
reform might with advantage have been introduced in the 
bar mess of one of our larger circuits. The dinner was 
certainly in no way remarkable for refinements in cookery, 
but champagne, during the heat of summer, was served de die 
in diem. Opinions may vary as to whether this luxury was 
suitable for the physical and mental vigour of the junior bar, 
but there can be little doubt that it was not in keeping with 
their ordinary expenditure. A usage by which men in modest 
circumstances are day after day compelled to contribute to the 
cost of expensive wines is in no way deserving of support. We 
can only hope that some beverage, at least as wholesome and 
much cheaper, may be substituted. British champagne is, of 
course, out of the question, as no wine is sold by that description. 


The Trial of Mr. Thaw. 

THE pay fixed for the trial of Mr. Taaw, charged with murder 
in New York, is approaching, and grave doubts are expressed 
as to whether a fair trial can be had owing to the state of local 
feeling in the city. In several recent criminal cases in the 
United States the trial of the prisoner has been subjected to 
extraordinary delay by what would in England be considered 
as an undue exercise of the power of challenging jurors. But 
dispatch was not always the rule in English criminal procedure. 
In Howarp’s work on Prisons he says that at Hull they used 
to have the assize but once in seven years: ‘‘ Peacock, a 
murderer, was in prison for near three years before his trial ; 
the principal witness died and the murderer was acquitted. 
They now have it once in three years.” 


lllegal Lottery at a Church Bazaar. 


Tue maxx that ignorance of the law does not excuse persons 
from the consequences of their acts is well illustrated by a 
prosecution under the Lotteries Act, 1802 (42 Geo. 3, c. 119), in 
the police-court of Glasgow. The minister of the Parkhead Parish 
Church, Glasgow, and his session clerk and secretary, who had 
taken part in a bazaar in which a watch was offered as a prize 
to the person who should succeed in guessing the precise second 
at which the watch would stop, after it had been wound up, 
were the defendants. Ignorance of the law may, however, be 
admitted as some ground for lenity in the imposition of penalties, 
and the defendants were accordingly fined the nominal sum of 
five shillings. 





Collateral Covenants. 


Tae distinction between covenants in a lease which touch the 
demised property, and which consequently run with the term 
or with the reversion, and covenants which are collateral and 
run with neither, has come down from Spencer’s case (5 Rep. 16a), 
but what covenants touch the demised property and what are 
collateral may still, as the judgment of Jzxr, J., in the recent 
case of Dewar vy. Goodman (reported elsewhere) shews, be matter 
of grave debate. In that case a lease of land for eighty-nine 
years had been gran‘ed in 1820 by Lord Wiypsor and others to 
WairzneaD, and it contained a covenant to keep all buildings 
erected on the land in repair, with a proviso for re-entry 
on breach of the covenant. The reversion became in 
1904 vested in the Chelsea Development Co. (Limited). 
The term had become in 1886 vested in one Bags, and in 
that year he granted to Humruezy an underlease of part of 
the land with two houses upon it for venty-too-anlotelt 








—=S 
years (the residue of the term), less three days, at a peppercorg 
rent. The underlease contained covenants by the lessor (1) fgg 
quiet enjoyment in the usual restricted form; (2) for the 
performance of the covenants contained in the superior lease ag 
far as they related to or affected the part of the pro 
included in the superior lease, but not demised by the undep 
lease; and (3) for indemnity to the underlessee. The unden 
lease contained the usual definition of ‘‘lessor’’ and “ lesseg” 
so as to include the representatives and assigns of the parties to 
it, and it also provided that the lessor’s covenants and indemnity 
were entered into and given with the intention of binding the 
lessor and his representatives only whilst he or they continued 
to hold the reversion on the term granted by the underlease, ang 
of binding, so far as could be done, any other persons for the 
time being entitled to such reversion. Subsequently, all the 
land comprised in the superior lease, except certain portiong 
previously disposed of, but including the portion demised by the 
underlease, became vested in the defendant, Goopmay, for the 
residue of the head term, subject to the underlease; and the 
plaintiff, Dewar, became the assignee of the sub-term. 

These devolutions of title were all tomplete by 1904, and at 
that time the 0 hited remaining in the head lease included 
large number of houses. The position was then as follows: The 
freehold reversion was vested in the Chelsea Development Oo, 
who, under the lessee’s covenants contained in the head lease, 
were entitled to have the houses kept in repair, or, in default, to 
re-enter. The leasehold reversion expectant on the sub-term 
was vested in the defendant, who, as between himself and the 
company, was bound to repair all the houses comprised in the 
head lease, and who, had he been the original underlessor, would 
have been bound, as between himself and the underlessee, to repair 
all such houses except the two which were sub-demised, and to 
indemnify the underlessee against any breach of this obligation, 
And the sub-term was vested in the plaintiff, who, if the last- 
mentioned obligations in the underlease ran with the sub-term 
and the reversion immediately expectant on it, was entitled 
to enforce such obligations against the defendant, but not 
otherwise. 

The question whether covenants in a lease run with the term 
depends partly on the persons defined in the lease as being 
affected by the covenant, and partly upon its nature; and, when 
the covenant runs with the term, then it runs with the reversion 
also under 32 Hen. 8, c. And sections 10 and 11 of the Con- 
veyancing Act, 1881, though they relax the strictness with 
which the devolution of the lessor’s title must be proved, do not 
further alter the law. Provided the covenant relates to some 
matter, whether now existing or hereafter to be brought into 
existence, which touches the land, it is capable of running with 
the term ; and it will always do so in regard to things in esse, but, ag 
to things in futuro, only when ‘‘assigns” are expressly meatioued 
(though see Minshall v. Oakes (2H. & N.792)). If, on the other 
hand, the covenant does not relate to anything to be done on the 
demised land, whether in respect of existing or future property, 
it is collateral, and does not run with the term. ‘“ Although,” 
it was resolved in Spencer’s case (supra), “ the covenant be for [ the 
lessee | and his ane, yet if the thing to be done be merely 
collateral to the land, and doth not touch or concern the thi 
demised in any sort, there the assignee shall not be charg 
As if the lessee covenants for him and his assigns to build 
a house upon land of the lessor which is no parcel of the 
demise, or to pay any collateral sum to the lessor, or to & 
stranger, it shall not bind the assignee, because it is merely 
collateral, and in no manner touches or concerns the thing that 
was demised, or that is assigned over; aud therefore in such 
case the assignee of the thing demised cannot be charged with 
it, no more than any other stranger.” And, as just observed, 
the same principle governs the liability of the assignee 
the reversion. 

In the present case of Dewar y. Goodman the defendant had 
failed to perform his obligation to repair the houses comprised ia” 
the head lease of 1420, gs provided by the c»vo..untin that lease, 
A notice to repair about 200 houses comprised in that lease, 
but not including the two demised by the unlerlease, had beem® 
served on him or his predecessor in title, and had not beet 
complied with. ee: in 1905, the company sued 
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property still remaining subject to the lease of 1820. Under 
this judgment the plaintiff was ejected from the two houses 
comprised in the underlease, and he sued the defendant 
accordingly for damages for breach of the covenants contained 
therein. Hence it was necessary to determine whether these 
covenants were merely collateral, or whether they touched the 
land so that the burden of them ran with the leasehold reversion 
expectant on the sub-term. 

As already stated, the covenants were, first, for quiet enjoy- 
ment; secondly, for the performance of tk «covenants in the 
head lease; and, thirdly, for indemnity. An express covenant 
for quiet enjoyment is limited to the acts of the lessor and those 
claiming under him, and does not protect the lessee from eviction 
by a superior landlord, even though such eviction is the result 
of the default of the immediate landlord: Kelly v. Rogers (1892, 
1Q. B. 910). Hence the plaintiff was bound to rely upon the 
second and third covenants, and in particular upon the second. 
Now, inasmuch as this only imposed upon the covenantor the 
obligation of performing the covenants of the head lease in 
regard to the property comprised in that lease, but not com- 
prised in the underlease, it did mot directly touch any 
property comprised in the underlease; and primi facie, 
therefore, it might be regarded as a collateral covenant. The 
effect, however, of the breach of the covenant had been 
to deprive the plaintiff of his property, and hence indirectly, 
at any rate, it touched the land. This, it was argued for 
the plaintiff, was sufficient to prevent it from being merely 
collateral, and to bring it within the class of covenants which 
are capable of running with the land. A somewhat similar 

uestion was raised in Doughty v. Bowman (11 Q. B. 444). 

here by the head lease the lessee covenanted to build four 
additional houses on the premises, and there was a proviso for 
re-entry on breach of covenant. The houses were not built and 
the lessee sub-demised the premises to the plaintiff, and 
covenanted with him to perform or effectually indemnify him 
against the covenants in the head lease. The covenant did not 
mention the assigns of the underlessor. The underlessor 
assigned to the defendant. The plaintiff was evicted by the 
superior landlord for breach of the covenant to build, and he 
claimed damages from the defendant on the covenants in the 
underlease. It was contended that the covenant was in effect 
an enlarged covenant for quiet enjoyment, and that, just like 
a covenant for quiet enjoyment, it ran with the land, although 
assigns were not mentioned. But the court treated it either as 
a covenant for indemnity simply, which would be personal and 
not run with the land ; or, if it was severable into a covenant to 

rform the obligations of the head lease and a covenant to 
indemnify, then the former part, being for the erection of 
houses, could not run with the land because “ assigns” were not 
mentioned. 

Doughty v. Bowman differed from the present case in that 
there the covenant in the underlease was broken by the failure 
of the underlessor to perform an obligation of the head lease 
relating to property comprised also in the underlease; in the 
ent case the covenant in the underlease was broken by the 
ure of the underlessee to perform an obligation of the head 
lease relating to property not comprised in the underlease. In 
Doughty v. Bowman the covenant, if severable, would have 
availed for the underlessee if assigns had been named, but 
viewed in this aspect it gives no help in the present case. Here 
“assigons’’ were mentioned, but this was immaterial if the 
covenant was in fact collateral. Hence Doughty v. Bowman is 
only relevant so far as it dealt with the effect of the covenant 
in the underlease as an enlarged covenant for quiet enjoyment, 
and that case appears to deny that it could, upon this ground, 
be treated as running with the land. 

In the present case Jetr, J., though he did not regard 
Doughty v. Bowman as settling the question, took the same 
view. It was contended, he said, for the plaintiff that 
the effect of the second covenant was to enlarge the 
ordinary restricted covenant for quiet enjoyment into a 
covenant for quiet enjoyment without interruption by the 
superior landlord on account of breach of covenant by 
the defendant. But this, he considered, was only an indirect 
assertion that the covenant to perform the covenants in the head 
lease ran with the land. He put aside, therefore, all reference 





to the covenant as in effect an covenant for quiet 
enjoyment, and considered only whether it did or did not so 
touch the demised land as to run with the term and the rever- 
sion. Indirectly it clearly touched it, for the reason already 
given. Through breach of the covenant the plaintiff had leat 
the land. But the learned judge held that this was not enough, 
and that a covenant must be treated as collateral unless it directly 
affects the land demised. Undoubtedly there is authority for 
this view. In Mayor of Congleton v. Pattison (10 East, 130), for 
instance, Lz Buano, J., said that the question was ‘‘ whether the 
thing covenanted to be done or not to be done immediately 
affects the land itself or the mode of occupying it.” It may be 
suggested, however, that to apply this to the present case undul: 
restricts the operation of the covenant. The covenant is en 

into by the underlessor for the sole purposg of securing the 
underlessee in the enjoyment of the demised premises, and, 
though it does not relate to anything to be done upon them or 
to their mode of user, it seems to be too closely concerned with 
them to be treated as simply collateral. It is not, asin Mayor 
of Congleton v. Pattison, a covenant entered into for some 
ulterior purpose, but a covenant intended directly for the benefit 
of the demised premises. It is to be hoped that the question 
may be further considered in the Court of Appeal. 








Trade Unions and Members of 


Parliament. 


Tue decision of the Divisional Court (Daatine and Parciimors, 
JJ.) in Steele v. South Wales Miners’ Federation (reported else- 
where) is important as an affirmation of the power of trade 
unions to make levies upon their members for the p 
of paying Members of Parliament who will advocate their 
views, but technically it is useful as an addition to the 
cases which are gradually educing the meaning of the 
restriction contained in section 4 of the Trade Union 
Act, 1871. Apart from that Act, such associations as are 
popularly known as trade unions are unlawful, and hence - 
ments entered into for the purpose of carrying out their objects 
are not enforceable. The Act of 1871 in legalizing these 
objects would at the same time have made all such agreements 
enforceable, and hence would have conferred upon the courts a 
neral yew of intervening in their affairs whenever a 
reach of an agreement between the members was alleged. 
This, however, was prevented by section 4 of the Act, which 
provided that nothing in the Act should enable any court to 
entertain any legal proceeding instituted with the object of 
directly enforcing or recovering damages for the breach of any 
of certain specified classes of agreements, including (!) any 
agreement between members of a trade union as such, con- 
cerning the conditions on which any members for the time being 
of such trade uaioa should or vale | not sell their goods, transact 
business, employ or be employed; (2) any agreement for the 
payment by any person of any subscription or penalty to a trade 
union ; and (3) any agreement for the application of the funds of 
a trade union (inéer alia) to provide benefits for members. An 
reement, therefore, falling under any of these heads cannot be 
directly enforced by the courts notwi ing that in general 
the purposes of trade unions have been made lawful. 
hat is te be understood as a direct enforcement of an agree- 
ment within section 4 has been considered in several cases, and 
the strict view formerly taken of the section has been somewhat 
relaxed by the recent decision of the House of Lords in Yorkshire 
Miners’ Association v. Howden (1905, A. O. 256). In Rigby v. 
Cmnol (14 Oh. D. 482) the plaintiff had been expelled from a 
trade union for an alleged breach of a rule, and he brought the 
action for the purpose of re-establishing his position ia the union 
aud entitling himself to participate in its benefits. Jessax, M.R., 
regarded this as a direct enforcement of the agreement under 
which the funds of the union were applicable for 
the benefit of aps and he pagel the ue was barred 
by the Act. “I am satisfi C) agreement 
ejatained in th rales to ah ent to provide benefits for 
members, and that, if I in favour of the I 
directly enforce that agreement, because I declare i 
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to participate in property of the union.” And similarly in 
Chamberlain’s Wharf (Limited) v. Smith (49 W. R. 91; 1900, 
2 Ch. 605) the Court of Appeal declined to allow an action which 
had been brought for the purpose of restoring expelled members 
of a trade union. The plaintiffs, said Lord Atversrong, M.R., 
claimed the aid of the court in order to maintain their 
position as being entitled to rights in the character of members 
of the association, and, looking at the substance of the matter, 
he thought the action was a proceeding ‘instituted with the 
object of directly enforcing” the agreement contained and 
embodied in the rules of the association. 

In Yorkshire Miners’ Association v. Howden (supra) the question 
was whether this construction of section 4 of the Act of 1871 
was to be carried so far as to prevent the court from interfering 
to restrain a dealing with the funds of a trade union in a manner 
contrary to the rules, and this would seem to be a natural result 
of the principle laid down by Jxsszet, M.R. Whether the court 
is asked to interfere to restore an expelled member so that he 
shall be entitled to participate in the benefits of the union, or 
whether it is asked to interfere so as to maintain the funds intact 
for the provision of the benefits specified in the rules, seems to make 
very little difference so far as concerns the division of the funds 
among the members in accordance with the rules. In each case 
the plaintiff is seeking to secure his due share of the benefits of 
the trade union, and if this is a direct enforcement of the agree- 
ment between the members in the one case it is equally so in 


the other. But in Yorkshire Miners’ Association v. Howden 
the House of Lords held that an action to restrain 
the misapplication of the furads of the trade union 


was not prohibited, and although -Lord Linpizy thought that 
Rigby v. Connol and, Lhamberlain’s.Wharf (Limited) v. Smith were 
distinguishable, it would seem to be difficult now to support 
them. It is to be noticed that in Wolfe v. Mathews (21 Ch. D. 
194), where the plaintiffs sought an injunction against the 
wrongful application of funds, Fry, J., held that this was only 
an indirect enforcement of the agreement between the members 
and was not forbidden by section 4. The decision in Yorkshire 
Miners’ Association v. Howden was an affirmation of this. 

In the present case of Steele v. South Wales Miners’ Federation 
Partirorg, J., intimated his opinion that Chamberlain's Wharf 
(Limited) v. Smith could not stand with the House of Lords 
decision. In Howden’s case, he said, the plaintiff, as a cestui que 
trust, was allowed to maintain an action to restrain misapplica- 
tion of funds because he was interested in them, and surely he 
could also do so to maintain his right to retain his position in the 
association. And,added the learned judge, it seemed absurd to say 
that the plaintiff could restrain the misapplication of collected 
funds, but could not restrain a levy for the same purpose. Hence, 
had the levy for the purpose of paying a Member of Parliament 
been ultra vires, the court would have had no difficulty in interfer- 
ing. In fact, however, the levy was authorized by the rules, and 
although the mode of making it was left indefinite, there 
seemed to be no doubt on the question of the power to make it. 
Consequently the court declined to interfere. 








Reviews. 
Building Agreements. 


Buritpinec Contracts, Bur~pine LEASES, AND BUILDING STATUTES: 
WITH PRECEDENTS OF BuILDING LEASES AND CONTRACTS AND 
OTHER Forms CONNECTED WITH BUILDING, AND THE STATUTE 
Law RELATING TO BUILDING (INCLUDING THE LONDON RUILDING 
Acts, 1894-1905), wirH NoTEs AnD Cases UNDER THE VARIOUS 
SECTIONS ; TOGETHER WITH AN APPENDIX OF UNREPORTED 
Buitpinec Cases. By His Honour Judge EmpEn. Fovurta 
Epition. By JoszpH Bripces MatrHEWws and W. VALENTINE 
BALL, Barristers-at-Law. WITH A GLOSSARY OF ARCHITECTURAL 
AND Buritpinc Terms, Revised and Extended by Maurice B. 
ApAMSs, F.R.I.B.A. Butterworth & Co. 


It is, as the preface to this work reminds us, more than ten years 
sitice the appearance of the previous edition, and in that time there 
have been numerous decisions affecting the interests of building 
owners, builders, and architects. These have been incorporated in 
the present edition, and much labour has been expended in including 
other matter of service to the practitioner. The result is to place 
before the profession a very complete work on all matters connected 





with building leases and contracts. An agreement for a buildi 
lease is of a special nature, inasmuch as it is usually desi 
to avoid, as far as possible, the creation of an immediate tena . 
and to cut down the builder's interest to a right of entry 
for the purpose of building. The points arising on the 
ment are discussed in Chapter VI., in which, however, it would hays 
been useful to give a reference to Quick v. Chapman (1903, } 
Ch. 659), in addition to the reference given to this case under the 
form of agreement at p. 409, The assignment of a building contrag 
usually involves the right to receive moneys due from the building 
owner to the builder, and its effect may depend upon the 
recently decided under section 25 (6) of the Judicature Act, 1873, the 
effect of which is stated in Chapter [X., section 2; and the followi 
chapter on Advances to Builders and Mortgages of Building Agree. 
ments points out the difference, as regards the Bills of Sale 
between building agreements which provide for building plant 
becoming the immediate property of the building owner and mort- 
gages of agreements which purport to cover plant and materials. 
The. distinction between penalties and liquidated damages is of 
special importance in regard to building contracts, and the principles 
established by the cases are usefully stated in Chapter XI. Chapter 
XIIL. discusses the property in building materials, including a section 
ou the forfeiture of materials in bankruptcy. Such forfeiture cannot, ag 
it is pointed out, be made to take effect on bankruptcy simply, but 
must be brought into operation on the builder’s default under the con- 
tract. Chapter XXITI., on Light and Air, has been revised in view of 
Colls’ case (1904, A. C. 179), and that case, and the more recent 
cases which have followed it, are stated Chapter XXIV., on Party. 
Walls, with a section on party-walls under the London Buildi 
Act, will be found useful; Chapter XXVI. explains the a 
provisions as to the supply of gas, electricity, and water; 
Chapter XXVII. collects the numerous cases on the liabilitig 
for rates, taxes, and other outgoings. In Part II., which containg 
a varied list of Forms and Precedents, use has been made 
of the Encyclopedia of Forms and Precedents, and several of the 
forms of agreements for building leases are taken from that work, 
with due acknowledgment of the draftsmen. Part III. gives the 
statutes relating to building, and includes the London Building Acts, 
1894, 1898, and 1905, with notes and references to cases, The enact 
ment of the Act of 1905 with respect to provision of protection 
against fire in existing buildings came into operation on the 1st inst, 
and section 20, which provides for the apportionment of expenses, is 
similar to section 14 (4) of the Factory Act, 1901, on which there have 
beem several recent decisions. These are referred to in a note to the 
section (p. 567), but the most recent—Stuckey v. Hooke (1906, 2 K. B, 
21)—is not included, though noticed elsewhere. The urility of the 
work is increased by the glossary of architectural and building terms, 
and there is a very full index. 












Books of the Week. 
French Law and Customs for the Anglo-Saxon: a Guide for Every: 


day Use. By Artuur 8S. Browne, Solicitor. Second Edition, 
Revised and Enlarged. Price 2s. 6d. net. The Health Resorts 
Bureau. 


American Law Review. November—December, 1906. Editors: 
LeonakD A. JoNES (Boston), Hannis Tayior (Washington), 
Reeves & Turner. 








Correspondence. 


Speculating Solicitors. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.] 


Sir,—Your correspondent Mr. Drury Freeman will find a decisia 
of Lord Chancellor Hatherley favouring his view in 19 W. R. 36l- 
namely, Fielden v. Northern lites of Buenos Ayres. In that cases 
solicitor, who was conducting an action, wrote to his client a lett 
undertaking to indemnify him against the costs, and so induced hia 
to allow the action to «1 He was held liable to pay 
defendants’ costs subsequent to the date of this letter. §PRUDENS. 


[Another valued correspondent, however, points out that Mr. Drury 
Freeman’s suggestion is negatived in Rich v. Cook (110 L. T. newr 
paper, p. 94).—Eb. S.J.) 








We vunperstano that Mr. Harray Favutxner Brown, LLB, 
Deputy Assistant Secretary to the Law Society, will, owing # 
the death of his brother, Mr. F. F. Brown, the late Mayor d 
Chester, shortly resign his position at the Law Society asl 
return to Chester, where he will resume practice in due cours 
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Points to be Noted. 


Conveyancing. 


Richt to Light—Adjoining Teaements Held by Lessees Under 
a Common Landlord.— Under section 3 of the Pres-ription Act, 
1832, when a right of light has been enjoyed for the full prescriptive 
period of twenty years without interruption, it is to be deemed 
‘absolute and indefeasible” unless it has been enjoyed by consent or 
agreement in writing. This enactment places the acquisition of a 
right to light upon a special basis, and enables the right to be 
acquired under circumstances which would not create a right to any 
other easement. Thus as regards a right of way, for instance, 
the statute does not alter the principle upon which it is acquired, 
but merely shortens the time of prescription, and it is still 
impossible for one of two lessees holding under a common land- 
lord to acquire such an easement as against the other: Bright v. 
Walker (1C.M &R. 211). The easement, if acquired at ull, must 
before the statute have been acquired against the fee of the servient 
tenement—that is, against the landlord as well as the -tenatit—and 
since it could not during the tenancy be ‘acquired against the landlord, 
it was not acquired at all. It is possible that this doctrine will here- 
after be reconsidered, but at any rate it does not affect the acquisition 
of a right to light. This right is given absolutely by the statute after 
enjoyment for the prescriptive period, and it is unaffected by the 
circumstauce of the servient and dominant tenements being held by 
lessees under a common Isndlord. _ effect of the enjoyment is to 
create the right in favour of the domfhent tenement both as against 
the lessee of the servient tenement atd the landlord (Frewen~v. 
Phillips, 11 C. B. N. 8. 449), and this result is not affected by the 
recent re-statement of the nature of the right to light in Colle v. 
Home and Colonial Stores (1904, A, C. 179),—FEAR v. MorGAn (C.A., 
June 14, 1906) (1906, 2 Ch. 406) 


Bequest of Specific Stock—Change of Investmest Before 


Testator’s Death.—By section 24 of the Wills Act, 1837, every will- 


is to be construed, with reference to the real and personal estate 
comprised in it, to speak and take effect as if it hud been executed 
immediately before the death of the testator, unless a contrary 
intention appears by the will. This provision, though in general 
very convenient, may have unexpected results where the nature of 
property has been changed between the date of the will and the 
testator’s death, so that the description by which he has specifically 
bequeathed it in his will no longer applies to the property in-its 
altered state. Thus where a testator bequeathed the interest arising 
from money invested in the Lambeth Waterworks Co. to a legatee 
for life and then over, and between the date of the will and the date 
of the testator’s death the undertaking of the company was acquired 
by the Water Board under the Metropolis Water Act, 1902, and a sum 
of Metropolitan Water B Stock was issued to the testator in substi- 
tution for his stock in the Lambeth Waterworks Co., the description 
of the specific bequest did not apply at the death to the Metropolitan 
Water Stock, and it did not pass under the bequest.—Re SLATER 
(Joyce, J., June 27, 1906) (1906, 2 Ch. 480). 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 
High Court—Chancery Division. 


SOUTHALL DEVELOPMENT SYNDICATE (LIM.) v. DUNSDON. 
Kekewich, J. 11th Jan. 


Practice —Exror 1n Writr—Derenpant Nor Aprpgartna—Writ AMENDED 
—Sratement oF Cram Fitep Berore—F Resa Statement or Ciarm. 


Where a writ has been amended after the statement of claim has been filed 
in default of appearance, a fresh statement of claim must be filed, 


This ez parte application raised the question whether it was necessary, 
under the circumstances given below, to file a fresh statement of claim. 
On the 14th of July, 1906, a writ was issued claiming an injunction to 
restrain the defendait from committing a breach of certain restrictive 
covenants contained in an indenture of 1901. In the writ the date of this 
indenture was given, by a clerical error, as 1891. On the 3rd 
of August, 1906, in default of appearance, a statement of claim 
was filed against the defendant. This statement of claim contained 
no error. On the 2ist of November, 1906, an amended writ was 
personally served on the defendant. The registrar refused to 
draw up the order for judgment unless a fresh statement of claim 
was filed. The plaintiffs now applied that the registrar might be directed 
to draw up the order without a fresh statement of claim basing filed. For 
the applicant it was urged that in Gee v. Bell (31 Soxicrrons’ Journat 379, 
35 Ch. Div. 160) North, J., did not decide that the court had no discretion 
in cases like this. This was explained by Romer, L J., in Jamaica Railway 


must be re-filed. Paxton v. Baird (37 Soxicrrors’ Jovrnat 82; 1893, 1 
Q. B. 139) also cited. 

Kexewicu, J., in giving judgment, said that this was a pure question of 
technicality. The cases cited did not bear directly on this question, because 
here the writ had actually been amended, and the statement of claim was 
filed before such amendment. Although by amending the writ a new action 
is not commenced, the statement of claim which has been filed necesgarily 
refers to a writ which is not the writ upon which the plaintiff is now 
suing. Although the error was of the slightest possible character, and the 
amendment was unnecessary, the service of the writ after tiling of the 
statement of claim was of no avail. A fresh statement of claim must be 
filed, and the application must, therefore, be di .—CounseL, Roope 
Reeve. Sorscrron, Cecil F. Twist. 


[Reported by P. Joux Bovanv, Barrister-at-Law.] 





. . . 
High Court—King’s Bench 
Division. 
DEWAR v. GOODMAN. Jelf, J. 4th and 5th Dec. ; 1lth Jan. 
Lease —UNDERLEASE—Lessez GRANTS AN UNDERLEASE oF Part or His 
Property AND CovENANTS TO Prrrorm THe CoveNANTs IN THE Heap 


Lease Revatine TO THE Properry Svun-Leasep wy Him —CoLiaTerat 
Covenanrs—Covenants wHich Do Nor Brxp Assioners Nor Namep. 


In a lease executed in 1820 there was a@ covenant by thetépsee to keep all build- 
ings on the land in good repair,-and a proviso for re-entry on breach of that 
covenant. That lease was assigneggjn 1886 to one B., who demised part of the 
land to one H., and in that endanture of lease there were three covenants: (1) a 
covenant by the lessor (H.) with the lessee for quiet enjoyment ; (2) a covenant for 
the performance by the lessor of the several ts contained in the lease of 
1820 ; and (3; @ covenant of indemnity. In 1903 the plaintiff D. became the 
assignee of the underleage for the residue thereof. In 1904 a company acquired 
the reversion created by the head lease of 1820, and subsequently the defendant G. 
acquired the land demised by tlt of 1820. 

It wis admitted that thy defendant had broken the lessor’s covenant in the 
underlease of 1886 in not repmiring the buiddingsgaé the land demised, and the 
company sued him for possession and obtaineg yudgment. The plaintiff was 
ajected under that judgment. Pe) 

In an actiot{.by the plaintiff against the defendant, 

Held, that the covenants entered into with the plaintuff were not such covenants 
as would pass with the reversion of the land and bind assignees not named, and 
therefore that the plaintiff could not recover damages against the defendant. 

Doughty v. Bowman (11 Q. B. 444) considered. 


Action by the assignee of an indenture of underlease dated the 13th of 
July, 1886 (demising a parcel of land in Chelsea with two houses thereon), 
against the assignee of an indenture of lease dated the 6th of May, 1820, 
brought to recover da es for breach of covenants contained in the 
underlease, and the question to be decided was whether certain covenants 
ran with the land or were merely collateral. The lease of 1820 was for 
eighty-nine years, and contained amongst others a covenant by the lessee 
to keep all buildings erected on the land in good repair, and a proviso for 
re-entry on breach of the said covenant. On the date of the undeérlease 
of 1886 the lease had become vested in one Barns for the residue of ithe 
term. By the said underlease, made between Barns, ‘‘ who and whose 
heirs, executors, administrators, and assigns’’ were therein referred 
to as ‘the lessor,’ and Humphrey, ‘‘who and whose executors, 
administrators, and s’’ were therein referred to as *‘ the lessee,’ 
a part of the land demised by lease of 1820 together with two 
houses thereon were demised to the ‘lessee for 22} years less 
three days subject to a peppercora rent, and to the covenants and 
conditions therein contained.”’ The said indenture of underlease contained 
(1) acovenant by the lessor with the lessee for quiet enjoyment; (2) a 
covenant for the performance by the lessor of the several covenants and 
conditions contained in the lease of 1820-so far as the same related or* 
affected that part of the property included in the lease but not demised 
by the said underlease onl (3) a covenant of iudemnity. The underlease 
ended with a proviso that the covenants and indemnity on the part of the 
lessor were entered into and given by him with the intention of binding 
such lessor, his real and personal representatives only whilst He or they 
continued to hold the reversion expectant on the term granted by the 
underlease and of binding so far as could be any other person or persons 
for the time being entitled to such reversion. Oa the 16th of February, 
1903, the plaintiff became the assignee of the underlease for the residue 
thereof. On the 24th of September, 1904, the Chelsea Development, 
Co, (Limited) acquired the reversion expectant on the determination of the’ 
term created by the lease of 1820. Ultimately all the land demised 
by the lease of 1820 except certain portions previously disposed 
of, but including the portion demised by the underlease, became 
vested in the defendant for the residue of the said term subject 
to the said underlease. It was admitted that the defendant had mn: 
the lessor’s covenant in the underlease of 1886 in failing to perform the 
covenants to repair contained in the said lease of 1820 and to oo 

Tr 





a notice served on the defendant or his predecessors in title by the 
Development Co, (Limited) to about 200 houses on that 

land not comprised in the underlease. Consequently in 1905 that com- 
pany sued the defendant and obtained judgment for on of all the 
property demised , A, lease (except as aforesaid) of 1820. The plaintiff 
was ejected under that judgment. On this state of facts it was con! 





Co. v. Colonial Bank (49 Soxscrroxs’ Journa 476 ; 1905, 1 Ch. 677). There 
is no rule or case in which it is laid down that an unamended document 


for the plaintiff that the covenant in the underlease of 1886 to perform the 
covenants in the lease of 1820 as to the property not comprised in the 


190 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 


Jan. 19, 1907. 








underlease ran with the land at common law, and by virtue of 34 Hen. 8, 
8. 2, bound the assignee of the reversion. The Conveyancing Act, 1881, 
did not seem to alter the law on the subject in any way material to this 
case. For the defendant it was contended that the covenant was merely 
collateral and that the benefit did not pass to the plaintiff nor the burden 
of it to the defendant. Cur. adv. rule, 

Jur, J., in giving judgment, said that it was with reference to certain 
covenants, especially covenant No. 2, that the legal question he was asked 
to decide had arisen. The learned counsel for the plaintiff admitted that 
according to Woodfall’s Landlord and Tenant (16th ed.), 1901, p. 176, 
Fox (3rd ed.), 1898, p. 381, and other text-books, covenants like those in 
= pee were to be placed in the category of collateral covenants which 

id not run with the land. Spencer’s case (6 Co. Rep. 16a, 1 Smith’s Leading 
Cases (10th ed.), 1896, pp. 52-55), the leading case on the subject, laid 
down in the 2nd and 6th resolutions that even where the parties shew, 
by using express words, their intention that the benefit and the burden 
of the covenant, as the case might be, should pass to the respective 


assignees, which was apparently the case here, yet if the thing to be done | 


University which took place at Cambridge in January, 1906, for damages 
for refusing to receive his vote at such election. The statement of claim 
alleged that at the election the plaintiff duly tendered a voting paper to 
the defendant who wrongfully and improperly refused to accept or record 
the vote. The defence was that at the dates mentioned in that statement 
of claim the plaintiff was a peer of the realm and a Lord of Parliament, 
and therefore his vote was properly rejected. For the plaintiff it was 
contended that the notion that there was a common law disability upon a 
peer from voting at parliamentary elections was a mistake. That whereas 
in the case of counties the electors were the freeholders, in the case of 
boroughs, after they acquired the right to send representatives to Parlia- 
ment, it was left a purely domestic matter who should take part in the 
election. The election was by the corporation not by the individuals. At 
Cambridge custom gave the right of voting to all masters of arts on the 
Academic Register. Prior to the Charter granted by James I. the 
| university appeared to have sent ‘‘advisors” to Parliament at the request 
of Henry VIII. Oxford had the same system as Cambridge, but in the 
case of Dublin the Charter was apparently not granted to the university 





be merely collateral to the land and “‘ doth not touch or concern the thing | in its corporate name but to the ‘‘ chancellor, fellows, and scholars.’’ In 
demanded in any tort ” the covenant did not run with the land. It followed, | the case of London University there was an express provision that peers 


therefore, that the question here was, on which side of the line did the 
main covenant fall? An ordinary restricted covenant for quiet enjoyment 
ran with the land because it concerned the security of the actual thing 
demised: Campbell v. Lewis (3 B. & Ald. 392). The nearest of the many 
cases to the present cited was that of Doughty v. Bowman (11 Q. B. 444). 
The covenant in the underlease there was held not to run with the land on 
the ground that the covevant to perform the covenants of the head lease 
was equivalent to a reinsertion in the underlease of a covenant to build 
houses on the land, and that such covenant related to a thing not in esse, 
and did not run with the land and bind the reversioner because assigns were 
not named and also because the covenant amounted only to an indemnity 
which was merely a personal covenant. Plaintiff's counsel relied on this 
case, because he argued that if assigns were named the covenant would 
have run with the land and reversion. On the other hand, the defendant’s 
counsel replied that this did not follow: see Minshull v. Okes (2 H. & N. 
793), where considerable doubt is thrown upon the distinction between 
cases where the assigns were and those where they were not named. In 
his lordship’s opinion Doughty's case did not conclusively decide 
the present case one way or the other. The indemnity covenant 
was here a separate covenant which did not control the covenant 
in question, and that differentiated the two cases. The covenant for quiet 
enjoyment, then, was not broken, and the covenant to indemnify was only 
personal. It was argued for the plaintiff that the covenant in question 
for the performance of the covenants of the head lease did pro tanto touch 
or concern the thing demised in that, if performed, it secured the posses- 
sion of it by preventing eviction on that ground by the superior landlord, 
and if not performed it forfeited the underlease. If the matter had been 
res integra his lordship expressed the opinion that he would have been 
inclined to adopt this argument, but an examination of the cases 
cited for the defendant seemed to point to a stricter interpretation and 
to require that in order to run with the land and the reversion a 
covenant must directly, and not indirectly or collaterally, touch the land 
demised: see, for instance, Thomas v. Hayward (4 Ex 311), Mayor of 
Congleton vy. Patterson (10 East 130). As to the mode of enjoyment 
see Clegg v. Hands (44 Ch. D. 503) and Gower v, Postmaster-General (57 
L. T. N. 8.527). If the covenant was broken there would be a right 
to damages whether a forfeiture followed or not. It might be that the 
Court of Appeal, if the case was carried there, might be able to take 
a broader view of the matter, which was certainly fenced round with 
technicalities too strong for a court of first instance to break through. 
Not without doubt, his iordship came to the conclusion that the covenant 
in question did not run with the Jand, but was merely collateral. A 
second point was raised for the defendant—namely, that the plaintiff was 
in default in not keeping his own covenant to repair the two houses on the 
land demised to him by the underleas-, and could not on that ground 
have been evicted by the defendant, as the plaintiff had failed to perform 
& condition precedent to his right to sue for eviction. For the plaintiff it 
was answered that the cross-covenants were independent. On this point 
his lordship was inclined to adopt the view taken by the plaintiff, but it 
became unnecessary for him to decide it. For the reasons above given 
judgment must be for the defendant, with costs.—CovnseL, Copping ; 
Atherley Jones, K.C., and Sydney Goodman. Soricitons, Harold Edwards $ 
Cohn ; Nash, Field, & Co. 
[Reported by Exsxixz Rep, Barrister-at-Law. | 


MARQUIS OF BRISTOL +. BECK. Bray, J. 11th Jan. 


Execriox Law—Pantiamentany Evection—Univeusiry or Campripse— 
Cram sy Perk oy THE Reatm To Vore. 

The defendant, the returning officer fr the University of Cambridge, refused to 
record the plaintif’’s vote at an election of Members of Parliament for the 
University, on the ground that the plaintiff, being a peer of the realm, was 
thereby incapacitated from voting. 

Held, that the returning officer's decision was right, as the case was governed by 
Earl Beauchamp v. Madresfield Overseers (L. 2. 8 C. P. 245), in which the 
rule was laid down that *‘ a peer of Parliament is imeapacitated from voting at an 
election for members of the Huuse of Commons, and is therefore not entitled to be 
placed on the register of voters.” 


ents on @ point of law raised by the pleadings in an action 


brought by the Marquis of bristol, a member of the senate of Cambridge 
University, against the defendant, Mr. Edward A. Beck, M.A., Master of 
Trinity Hall, and late Vice-Chancellor of the University, who was the 
returning 


officer at the election of Members of Parliament for the 


| should not vote. It was submitted that the case of Beauchamp v. Madres- 
field Overseers (L. R. 8 C. P. 245), relied on by the defendant’s coufsel, did 
not apply. The basis of that decision was a resolution of the Commons 
passed in 1699, at the conclusion of the Maldon election, ‘‘ that no peer of 
this kingdom hath any right to give his vote at the election of any member 
to serve in Parliament,’’ but that resolution was not passed by the 
Commons sitting as a court, and the judges in Beauchamp’s case were wrong 
in holding that it was and that they were bound by it. In 1700 there was an 
inquiry in an election of representatives for the corporation of Winchester, 
at which it was alleged that three peers had voted. The Commons 
affirmed the election and made no mention in their resolution to the 
disability of the peers from voting. Read v. Bishop of Lincoln (1892, A. O, 
644) was also cited. Counsel for the defendant was not heard. 

Bray, J., said the question which he had to decide was whether the 
mere fact that the plaintiff was a peer of the realm was a disqualification 
preventing him from voting at the election of representatives in Parlia- 
ment for the University of Cambridge. He felt that he was bound by the 
decision in the Beauchamp case. It was quite true that the immediate 
question there raised was whether the revising barrister was right in 
refusing to put on the register a member of the House of Lords so as to 
entitle him to vote for a county parliamentary representative. He was 
asked to distinguish the present case from that, but it seemed to him that 
the head-note correctly represented the decision of the court. It was said 
that inasmuch as the question there related to a county register the 
opinions of the learned judges were merely dicta. He did not think he 
could look upon them in that light. The question was argued as a general 
proposition ‘‘ aye’’ or ‘‘no,’’ was a peer of parliament incapacitated from 
voting at an election of a member of the House of Commons, and no dis- 
tinction was made between counties, boroughs, or uviversities. He there- 
fore felt that he was bound to give judgment for the defendant without 
stating any reasons.—CounseL, Shearman, K.O., and Disturnal; W. J. 
Whittaker. Soxicrrors, Coe, Dennes, § Robinson ; Cole § Jackson. 

[Reported by Enxsxtxe Reip, Barrister-at-Law.| 


STEEL (Appellant) ». SOUTH WALES MINERS’ FEDERATION 
(Respondents). Div, Court. 11th and 12th Jan. 


Traps Union—Levy on Mempers To Derray Expenses or A REPRESEN- 
TATIVE MemBEeR IN PaniiamMenT—CLamm ror INsuNcTION TO RestRain 
Union rrom Misaprtying Funps—Cuiaim ror A DgcLARATION THAT THE 
RvuLe wunpER wich Levy was Maps was ILLecaAL—Jvurispicrion— 
Trape Union Act, 1871 (34 & 35 Vicr. c. 31), s. 4—Txape Union 
AmenpMent Act, 1876 (39 & 40 Vicr. c, 22), s. 16. 


A trade union, of which the plaintif’ was a member, passed a rule giving power 
to make a levy to pay the expenses of returning and maintaining representatives in 
Parliament. The plaintiff brought an action for an injunctson to restrain the 
defendant union from continuing to make the levy and from thus misapplying the 
Sunds, and a deciaration that the rule under which the levy was made was illegal. 

Held, dismissing the plaintiff's appeal, that the application of the union's 
Sunds for this purpose would be neither iliegal nor ultr’ vires. _ ; 

Semble, the question being one referring to the internal affairs of the union, 
the court would have no jurisdiction to deal with the matter. 


Appeal by the plaintiff from a judgment of the judge of the Tredegar 
County Court, given for the defendants in an action brought to recover 4s., 
the aggregate amount of certain levies made on the plaintiff by the defendant 
trades union (of which the plaintiff was a member), which claim was aban- 
doned on ap , an injunction to restrain the defendants from continuing to 
make the said levy and from misapplying the funds of the union by paying 
the expenses of returning and maintaining , peep in Parliament, 
and a declaration that the rule under which the levy was made was illegal, 
The plaintiff, a miner, joined the defendant federation in 1900. In 1901 
a new rule— 3—was made as follows: ‘‘ Its [the federation’s) objects 
shall be—(12) to provide funds wherewith to pay the expenses of returning 
and maintaining representatives to Parliament and other public councils 
and boards, and to request them to press forward by every legitimate 
means all proposals conducive to the general welfare of the members of 
the federation.’’ A ballot of the mem was taken as to the makinga 
levy for this purpose. The plaintiff voted against it, but the resolution 
was carried, 

Daurne, J., in giving judgment, said that the plaintiff's claim for 4s. 
was very properly abandoned on appeal owing to the finding of the county 
court judge that the money was paid voluntarily. He, however, asked for 
an injunction to restrain the defendants from continuing to make the levy, 
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and from misa pplying the funds of the federation by paying the ex; 
of returning and maintaining members to Parliament, and for a - 
ation that rule 3 (12) which authorized the expenditure was illegal and 
absolutely t the purposes for which the federation existed. Rule3 
(1) provided t one of the objects of the federation should be ‘‘ To provide 
funds by entrance fees, contributions, levies, &c., to carry on the objects of 
the federation hereinafter specified, the same to be disbursed as provided 
in the following rules.’’ Then came rule 3 (12). It was contended 
that this last object was altogether outside what a trade union was 
allowed to do under section 16 of the Trade Union Amendment Act, 
1876, and that as that section did not indicate anything like the 
purposes set forth in the rule, this body was not acting as a trade 
union with respect to this matter at all. His lordship did not agree with 
this contention, for even if the contention was right it might very well be 
said that the getting of laws to be sed by the Legislature was within 
the words of the section ‘‘ for regulating the relations between workmen 
and masters, or between workmen and workmen or between masters and 
masters,’’ and one of the first steps would be to send a representative to 
Parliament in order that he might promote a Bill for that purpose. Out- 
s'de the rules of the federation it was quite clear that there was nothing 
contrary to the general law in providing funds for such a purpose. The 
rule having been passed by the members of the federation, the appellant 
id under it certain moneys, some of which he desired to get back on the 
ground that the rule was contrary to natural justice, which it was 
explained meant was that the party politics of the plaintiff were not those 
of the Member for Monmouthshire, where the plaintiff voted, and that it 
was unjust that he should have to pay mioney towards the expenses of a 
Member of Parliament with whose opinion on party politivs he did not 
agree. But it was impossible that any man could be represented in 
Parliament by a member who agreed precisely with every one of his views, 
and if this rule were held to be contrary to natural justice, then the same 
might be said of the whole party system. Further, as to the plaiutiff’s 
request for au injunction restraining the association from levying the rate 
in future and his objection that no machinery was provided for the raising 
and application of the levy, his lordship said that what had been done by 
the association was neither an alteration in the construction of 
the meaning of the sub-section of the Act, nor a diversion of it 
from the very object for which it was brought into existence. 
What had been done was perfectly cunsistent with the object of a 
trade union. The court was in fact asked to interfere with the internal 
administration of the association, and to interfere where all the members 
had been consulted. Even if the levy was not regular it was not 
regular for the simple reason that no machinery was provided under the 
rule of the association authorizing the levy, and the court, there being no 
no evidence of anything illegal or oppressive having been done, declined to 
interfere. He thought that what had been done here was perfectly con- 
sistent with the objects of the federation and the particular purposes for 
which it was founded. The appeal would therefore be dismissd. 
Paituimvure, J., in concurring, pointed out that section 16 of the Act of 
1876 was not a limiting section, and there was no reason why the defendants 
should not apply funds to this particular object. The injunction there- 
fore could not be granted on that ground. Then came to be considered 
the claim for an injunction to restrain the defendants from making a 
special levy. Two answers had been given to the claim—(1) that the court 
had no jurisdiction; (2) that if it had the defendants had not acted 
improperly. He had carefully considered the cases of Chamberlain's Wharf 
(Limited) v. Smith (1900, 2 Ch. 605) and Yorkshire Miners’ Association v. 
Howden (1905, A. C. 256), and he was of opinion that in view of the 
decision of the House of Lords in the latter case the decision in the 
Chamberlain's Wharf case could not be followed. He came to the conclusion 
that the rules were framed with the intention that the miners should have 
power to levy money for the expenses of a Member of Pariiament, and 
that all the administrative organs could make the levy although the 
executive council alone could not have done so. Appeal dismissed with 
costs ; leave to appeal granted. - Counss1, B. Francis- Williams and Lovat 
Fraser ; Rufus Isaacs, K.C., and Bailhache; S. T. Evans, K.O., and J. 
Sankey. Soxscrtors, Harley Downs, Cardiff; Smith, Rundel/, § Dods, for 
Morgan, Bruce, § Nicholas, Pontypridd. 


[Reported by Easxixz Rep, Barrister-at-Law. } 


WILLIAMS v,. MIDLAND RAILWAY CO. Walton, J. 
15th Jan. 


Rau.way Comeany— Power or Ramway Companres Tro Limit 1HEIR 
LianiLiry wHEeN Recervinc Animas ror Carrtrace—Sreciat Conprrion 
Parntep on Consicnwext Nore—CarriacE or Doc—Raimway anp 
Cana Trarric Acr (17 & 18 Vicr. c. 31), 8. 7. 


The plaintiff consigned a dog valued at £300 for carriage to the defendant com- 
pany, and the dog was killed while in their charge. The defendants admitted 
liability up to £2, no declaration of value above that sum having been made by the 
owner, nor the premium of 1} per cent. on value above £2 having been paid. 

Held, that the defendants had not shewn that the special contract they relied on 
was ‘‘ just and reasonable”’ within the proviso in section 7 of the Railway and 
ne Traffic Act, 1854, and therefore the plaintiff could recover the value of the 

og. 

Phis was an action tried at the Swansea Assizes, in which the plaintiff, 
Mr. A. T. Williams, a solicitor, of Neath, claimed £300 damages, the 
agreed value of a pedigree pointer bitch, ‘‘ Rose of Gerwn,’’ which he sent 
by twain, carefully packed, from Neath to Chesterfield. Bn rowte the dog 
Was transferred from the Great Western Railway to the defendant 
company and arrived at Chesterfield about p.m. By some 
arrangement it was kept 7 the defendants in the parcel 
office, and about midnight the travelling basket in which the 


17th Dee. ; 





dog was packed was found to be on fire and the was burned to 
death. The company admitted liability to the extent of £2, which they 
gull tte cee ee ment note 
to the effect that their liability was limited to that sum unless a higher 


value was declared at the time of delivery to the company and a percentage 
of 1} cent. (minimum 3d.) paid upon the excess of the value so 
decl . The learned judge reserved the question for further considera- 
tion in London whether or not the contract was-a just and reasonable 
contract within the meaning of section 7 of the Riilway and Canal Traflic 
Act, 1854. The point of law was argued on the 17th of December and 
ote mr judgment, said the defendants relied the 

ALTON, J., t, ‘en Te’ upon 
terms of the coi — note or contract uw which admittedly 
the dog was carried, which was ip terms: ‘‘ ‘Ine [Midland] Railway 
Co. are not and will not be common carriers of horses, cattle, sheep, pigs, 
asses, mules, dogs, and other quadrupeds . . . andreceive, f 
and deliver the same sclely on and subject to the conditions on the 
other side.”” On oe other ang ge —— eer ~ Aegy  fn 
com will not any case respo le bey t! og 
pcan cr Mie - . dogs . . . £2 each.’”’ Im this case the dog 
was worth £360; We ie eS Oe ee a oe 
nor was the ponies eS per cent. paid. The plaintiff, however, 
the contract was not = eg ow he relied on section 7 of 17 & 
18 Vict. c. 31, which provides that a company shall be liable for loss 
or injury done to any animal or article received by them for transit, 
‘occasioned by the neglect or default of such company or its servants, 
notwithstanding any notice, condition, or declaration, made and given by 
such company ne thereto, or in any wise limiting such liability ; 
every such notice, condition, or declaration being null and void. 
Provided always that nothing herein contained shall be construed to prevent 
the said compinies from making such conditions with respect to the 
receiving, forwarding, and delivery of =< the said animals, articles, 
goods, or things as shall be adjudged by court or judge before whom 
any question relating thereto shall bo tried to be just and reasonable. 
. . . Provided also that no special contract between such company and 
any other parties respecting the receiving, forw , and delivering 
of any animal, article, goods, or thing, and, as id, shall be 
binding upon or affect any such party unless the same be signed vy him 
or by the person delivering such animals, articles, goods, or things 
respectively for carriage.’’ Therefore, the question to be decided here 
was whether the condition in the special contract was just and reasonable 
within the meaning of the proviso in the section. Prior to the decision in 
Dickson v. Great Northern Railway Co. (18 Q. B. D. 176) (decided in 1886), 
in which this question was raised, the railway companies charged 5 per 
cent., but it was held by the Court of Ap that 5 per cent. was unreason- 
ably high, and so far as the learned judge was aware, all railway com- 
panies had lowered the premium to 1} per cent He had now to consider 
whether 1} per cent. was just and reasonable. ‘I'he onus of proving that 
rested on the company. hat was the evidence here? There was some 
evidence that the carriage of dogs by railway was attended with considerable 
risk, arising mainly from the fact that the dogs were trying to escape all the 
time, often in the most extraordinary way. He was satisfied that it was 
idle to com passenger fares and the charge for d s, as had been done 
in argument. He would take as an illustration an o} ge Ay a 
dog of, say, forty miles—the charge would be 1s., and would incl the 
liability of the company up to £2. Sup that the owner declared excess 
value to the amount of £2. He would have to pay 6d. extra to cover that 
sum. That seemed to him unreasonable. In Die "s case it was shewn 
that if the loss of dogs was less than one in twenty the company would 
gain. Here the proportion was one in eighty. hat was the ? It 
seemed to him that the premium in proportion to the risk was too 
to be just and reasonable. It followed that the company bad not dis- 
charged the onus of the burden put upon them, and he must give ijudg- 
ment for the plaintiff for £300 with costs. Stay of execution granted. 
—Counsex, 8. 7. Beans, K.C., and Rhys Williams; B. Francis Williams, 
K.C., J. D. Crawford, and W. O. Hodges. Souscrrors, 7. J. David, for 
Morgan § David, Neath ; Beale § Co. 

(Reported by Easxixs Rarp, Barrister-at-Law. |) 








Societies. 


The Law Society. 


ADJOURNED SPECIAL GENERAL MEETING. 
Soutcrrors’ Accounts. 

The adjourned special general meeting of the Law Society of the 14th 
ult., which had been called upon a requisition of 111 members of the 
society, was held on Friday, the 11th inst., for the — of declaring 
the poll, which was taken on the 7th, 8th, and 9th » With regard to 
the resolution ht forward at that meeting. 


The President, Mr. Henry Arrien, took the chair, and the 
members of the Council were present: Mr, Charles Mylne Barker, Mr. 
Thomas William Bischoff, Mr. Edmund Kell Blyth, Mr. John Wreford 


Budd, Mr, Edward H Fraser Mery Mr. William Edward 
iliwa 


Foster (Aldershot), Mr. ward Gillett, Mr. H Edward 
Gribble, Sir John Edward Gray Hill a Sir John H Mr. 
William John Hu 


eee, Mr. Henry James Johnson, Mr. 
Richard Peniington’’ Mr. ‘Thomas Bawhe, Siz Kaye Rollit, 

e . . 
LL.D., D.O.L., Mr. Charles Leopold Samson, Mr. Richard Stephens 
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Taylor, Mr. Walter Trower, Mr. E. F. Turner, Mr. William Howard 
Winterbotham, and Mr. Philip Witham; also Mr. Thomas Eggar (Brighton), 
extraordinary member, and Mr. E. W. Williamson (secretary), Mr. S. P 
Bucknill (assistant secretary), and Mr. H. F. Brown (deputy assistant 
secretary). The meeting was very largely attended, the hall being 
crowded to the doors. 


The Prestpent said the meeting was doubtless aware that at the meeting 
on the 14th of December a resolution was moved and seconded to the effect 
that a committee consisting of eleven members of the society should be 
appointed to consider and report as to what rules and regulations, if any, 
should be adopted by the society as to the following matters: (a) The 
methods in which a solicitor should keep the accounts of himself and his 
client, and the audit thereof; (4) the keeping and audit of trust accounts ; 
(e) the conduct of professional business; (d) the formation of a guarantee 
fund ; and as to the mode of enforcing such rules and regulations; and 
that such committee should consist of Mr. Syduey Cozens-Hardy, 
Norwich, president of the Norwich Law Society; Mr. James Arthur 
Dawes (Dawes & Sons), 9, Angel-court, Throgmorton-street; Mr. Ernest 
Ralph Dodsworth (Gray & Dodsworth), York; Mr. Walter Dowson 
(Dowson, Ainslie, & Martineau), 19, Surrey-street, Victoria Embankment ; 
Mr. Charles Francis Huigh, Leeds, president of the Leeds Law Society ; 
Mr. Richard Lake Harrison (Waterhouse & Co.), 1, New-court, Lincoln’s- 
inn; Mr. Beresford Rimington Heaton (Rider, Heaton, & Wigram), 8, 
New-court, Lincoln’s-inn; Mr. Samuel Garrett (Parker, Garrett, Holman, 
& Howden), Rectory House, St. Michael’s-alley, Cornhill ; Mr. Henry 
Manisty (Nicholl, Manisty, & Co.), 1, Howard-street, Strand; Mr. 
Thomas Rawle (Rawle, Johnstone, & Co.), 1, Bedford-row; and Sir 
Albert Rollit (Rollit, Sons, & Burroughs), 3, Mincing-lane, with power 
to the committee to add to their number four members, one to be 
nominated by the Incorporated Law Society of Liverpool, one by the 
Manchester Incorporated Law Association, one by the Birmingham Law 
Society, and one by the Associated Provincial Law Societies. After 
debate, the resolution was put to the meeting and was lost on a show of 
hands, there being 179 votes for the resolution and 196 against it. A poll 
was demanded, and it was now his duty to declare the result of that poll 
which was taken‘on the 7th, 8ch, and 9th inst. At the conclusion of the 
poll the votes were counted in the presence of the president, vice-president, 
and others, and it was found that 1,169 votes had been recorded for the 
resolution and 609 against, the majority in favour of the resolution being 
560. It now, therefore, became his duty to declare that the resolution 
was carried. He thought he must also add that that concluded the 
business of the meeting. He only wished just to say, on the part of the 
Council, that they would, he was sure, be glad to meet the committee, and 
that they would be glad to give them every information and assistance in 
their power in furtherance of the duties imposed upon them, 

Mr. Watter Dowson said he thought the meeting would like to pass 
@ very hearty vote of thanks to the president for his conduct of the 
meeting the other day and of the present meeting. He knew that it had 
given the president personally a good deal of trouble, and he should like 
to move a hearty vote of thanks to him. 

The motion having been adopted, 

The Presipent, in returning thanks, said he was very much obliged. 
All that he had done was simply in the furtherance of his duty, and that 
duty was made extremely pleasant by the courtesy of the members of the 
profession. 





NOTICE. 


_ A special general meeting of the members of the society will be held 
in the Hall of the society, on Friday, the 25th of January, at two o'clock, 
for the purposes hereinafter mentioned. 

The Pxesipenxt will present the special prizes awarded to successful 
candidates for the year 1906, and also the prizes for the June and Novem- 
ber Final Examination, 1906. 

The Paresrpsst will move: ‘‘ That the Council be requested to consider 
and report to an early special general meeting as to the best means of ascer- 
taining by bye-laws within the powers of the Charter the opinions of the 
whole body of the members of the society upon questions upon which a poll 
has been demanded and granted at a general meeting, by means of voting 
pepers, _ to such provisions as may be deemed necessary and 


- Cmas. Forp will move: “That in the opinion of this meeting the 
bye-laws of the society ought to be so amended as to provide that when 
® poll of the members of the society is taken it shall be done by the 
use of voting papers, and so as to render unnecessary the attendance of 
members of the society at the society’s Hall in London for the purpose of 


voting. 

Mr. P. M. C. Haxr will move: ‘‘ That, for the purpose of enabling 
members of this society to vote by post, bye-law 29 of the bye-laws of the 
society be and the same is hereby repealed, and that in lieu thereof the 
following bye-laws be and the same are hereby enacted : 

* 29. Except where a poll is demanded, and where otherwise provided 
by these bye-laws, all questions shall, in the first instance, be decided b 
a majority of the members personally present and voting, and, in all 
cases, uding the case of a contested election, the chairman shall, in 
the event of an equality of votes, have, both on a show of hands and at the 

, Ay — ~s yee b vote. 

**29a. Twenty members, personally present at an eneral meeting, 
shall be entitled to demand a poll, pt ser (i) upon the” question of the 
election of the chairman of a meeting; (ii) upon a motion for the adjourn- 
ment of a meeting or debate ; (iii) upon a motion that the meeting do 

oceed to the next business; (iv) upon an amendment toa motion. The 

} pee of a poll may be withdrawa. 








‘* 292. If a poll be demanded as aforesaid, it shall be taken in manner 
hereinafter provided, but the demand of a poll shall not prevent the con- 
tinuance of a meeting for the transaction of any business other than 
that in respect of which a poll has been demanded. 

‘*29c. (i) Forthwith after the due demand of a poll the chairman shall 
appoint five scrutineers from among the members (other than the mover 
and seconder of the motion in respect of which the poll was demanded) 
to receive and examine the voting papers, and to certify the result of the 
poll. Three scrutineers shall be a quorum, and the death of one or more 
of the scrutineers shall not affect the poll. If, by death or refusal or 
incapacity to act, the number of scrutineers be reduced below three, a 
member to supply each vacancy shall forthwith be nominated by the 
president or vice-president for the time being. (ii) The chairman shall 
fix a day, to which the meeting shall, at the conclusion of the other 
business, stand adjourned for the purpose of receiving the scrutineers’ 
report. 

*29p. The following shall be the regulations for taking the poll: 
(i) The secretary shall with all convenient speed forward a voting 
paper to every member. ‘The voting paper shall be in such form 
as the Council shall direct. (ii) The voting papers, duly sealed or 
otherwise fastened up, shall be delivered or returned by post prepaid to 
the secretary four clear days before that fixed for the adjourned meeting, 
and the secretary shall place them unopened in a box, and so deliver them 
to the scrutineers, by whom alone they shall be opened and examined, 
So soon as the voting papers shall have been examined and the result of 
the poll ascertained, the voting papers shall be closed up uader the seals 
of the scrutineers, or any three of them, and shall be retained by 
them for one month after the adjourned meeting held for the purpose 
of receiving the scrutineers’ report, when they shall be destroyed by 
the scrutineers. (iii) The report of the scrutineers shall be signed by 
them and shall contain the following particulars: (4) The total number 
of voting papers received; (+) the number (if any) rejected, and the 
grounds of rejection; (c) the total numbers of votes for and against the 
motion respectively. (iv) The report shall be read to the adjourned 
meeting by the chairman, and shall be conclusive as to the result of the 
poll, notwithstanding any irregularity or informality.”’ 

Mr. Grorce Dickson, the president of the Incorporated Law Society 
of Liverpool, whom failing, Mr. Bensamin Arxkue, the vice-president of 
such society, whom failing, Mr. Joun Cameron, of Liverpool, all being 
members of the Law Society, will move that the following bye-law 
shall be ordained and made as an addition to the existing bye- 
laws of the society: ‘29a. A poll may be demanded on any 
question arising at a general meeting by at least twenty members, 
and in case a poll is demanded as aforesaid, the question shall be 
decided by a poll by voting papers, and the provisions of bye-laws 45 and 
46 with regard to elections by voting papers shall apply to such poll, with 
such alterations as the Council may prescribe or approve in order to meet 
the altered circumstances.”’ 

Mr. J. 8. Ruprsrein will move: ‘‘ That this meeting desires to strongly 
urge on the Council the expediency of taking at once active steps to give 
effect to the many resolutions on the subject of the compulsory regis- 
tration of the title to land passed during the last four years at various 
meetings of the society, and particularly the resolutions passed in April 
last regarding the urgent need of obtaining a suspension of the Order 
applying the compulsory provisions of the Land Transfer Act, 1897, to the 
County of London, so that landowners in London may have an option to 
register, or not, as they deem best in their own interest.’’ 

Mr. Harvey Cuirron will ask (Voting by proxy or post): ‘“‘ Whether 
the Council will do what is necessary to lead to an alteration of the 
bye-laws of the society, so as to allow members to vote at general 
meetings by proxy or by voting papers, and if not, what are, in the 
opinion of the Council, the objections to such an alteration in the 
bye-laws ? ”’ 

Mr. Harvey Curton will ask (Taxing-masters of the Supreme Court): 
‘“‘ Whether the Council have protested or, if not, will protest against the 
recent appointment of an assistant registrar at the Land Registry as s 
taxing-master of the Supreme Court, in violation of the well-settled and 
fair custom to appoint a practising solicitor to this office.” 





The London Law Clerks’ Association 


The following is the syllabus of lectures and meetings from January to 
April, 1907: 

yd 15*, Lecture, ‘‘ Motor-car Law,’’ by W. L. L. Bell, Esq, 
barrister-at-law ; Jan. 24* (Thursday), Lecture, ‘‘ Discovery,” by W. H. 
Champness, Exsq., solicitor; Jan. 29, Lecture, ‘‘ Legal Curiosities,’ b 
G. F. Wilkins, Ksq., LL.B., solicitor; Feb. 5*, Lecture (to be arran, 
particulars will appear in current Law Clerk); Feb. 12, Discussion, Law 
Clerk Moot No.4; Feb. 19*, Lecture (to be arranged, particulars as 
before) ; Feb. 26, Social Evening; March 5*, Lecture (to be arranged, 
particulars as before); March 12, Discussion, “Can a cyclist who, 
colliding with a blind dog, is thrown to the ground, receiving serious 
injuries and da ng the cycle, recover compensation from the owner of 
the dog?’’; March 19*, Lecture (to be arranged, particulars as before) ; 
March 26, Paper on “‘ Company Law,” by Mr. Robin M. Rands; A 
2*, Lecture (to be arranged, particulars as before) ; April 9, Paper on 
‘* Torte,’ by E. H. Cresswell, Esq., solicitor; April 16°, Lecture (to be 
arranged, particulars as before); April 23, Paper on ‘‘ Mayor's Court 


Practice,” by Mr. Sydney E. Engleman; April 30, Annual General’ 


ys i 
The lectures and discussions are held by kind permission of the Londons 


School of Law at 1, Old Serjeant’s-inn, W.C. Those marked thus * 
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commence at 7.15 and are open to ali law clerks without charge. The 

others commence at 7 o’clock and non-members can only attend when 

introduced by members. Atrrep O. Warwick, Hon. Sec. 
1, Old Serjeant’s-inn, Chancery-lane, W.C. 








Law Students’ Journal. 
Council of Legal Education. 


The following are the results of the general examination of students of 
the Inns of Court held at the Middle Temple Hall on December 18, 19, 
20, and 21, 1906. L.I. means Lincoln’s-inn, I.T. Inner Temple, M.T. 
Middle Temple, and G.I. Gray’s-inn : 


Roman Law. 


The following students passed in Roman Law : 

Class I.—Edward Henry Swinburne Bligh, I.T.; Maurice Bonham- 
Cm, =" William Thomas Chapman, I.T.; Louis Fernand Main- 
g' ’ a 

Class II.—Sohrab Dadabhoy Bhedwar, M.T.; Henry Francis Chettle 
and Evans Gustavus Cooper, G.I.; John Gadsby and Frederick Murray 
Hicks, 1.T.; Hsin Kwei Lin, L.I.; Jagmander Lal Jaini, G.I. ; George 
Douglas Johnston, I.T.; Jules Charles Alexis Leclezio, M.T.; Luang 
Pradist, G.I. ; Maxwell Henry Hayes Macartney, 1.T.; Kenneth Mead 
Macmorren, M.T.; Khagendra Chandra Nag, L.I.; Arnold Herbert Falk 
Pretty, I.T.; Emmanuel William Quartey-Papafio, L.I.; Henry Milne 
Radcliffe, M.T.; James Alexander George Smith, L.I. ; Johannes Jacobus 
Smith and Lancelot Hudeon Spence, M.T.; Francis Edmund Storrs, I.T. 

Class III.—Manjori Ananta Pattar Sundara Aiyar, G.I.; Frederick 
Clifton Barnes, M.T.; William George Beaumont-Edmonds, G.I. ; Thomas 
Herbert Bedford, Frederick William Beney, and Thomas Henry Bethell, 
1.T. ; Scott Birkbeck, L.I.; Henry Foster Burnes, G.I.; Henry Grattan 
Bushe, John Arthur Robert Cairns, and Edgar He: Cohen, M.T.; Hon. 
Reginald Coke, I.T.; Ernest William Collyer, M.T.; Oliver Henry 
Covington, L.I.; Richard Talbot Cox and Alfred Frank Crump, M.T. ; 
Thomas George Rudolph Dehn, I.T.; Edward Aylmer Digby, M.T. ; 
Garrard Elgood, L.I.; Robert Fairfax Ellis, Richard Fanthorpe, Henry 
Wippell Gadd, and Clement William Osmund Gibson, M.T.; Michael 
u 7 Godby, I.T.; Leslie Gordon, M.T. ; Arthur William Hadrill, I.T. ; 
Ralph Hall, G.I.; Neils Jonas Dowona Hammond, L.I.; Robert Francis 
Hanbury, I.T.; Arthur Vivian Hill, M.T.; Thomas Meredith Hopkins, 
G.I.; Ibn-I-Ahmad and Mulchand Ailmal Kundanani, L.I.; Binod 
Behari Lal, M.T.; Nand Lal, L.I.; Khagendra Nath Majundar, G.I. ; 
Anthony Meimarachi, I.T.; Arthur Morley and Percival Halton Morris, 
M.T.; Kidor Nath, G.I.; Hon. Robert William Hugh O’Neill, LT. ; 
Philip Charles Parry, Louis Raoul Perdrau, Guanam Dhanaswamy Pillai, 
and Mudujil Kesava Padmanabha Pillai, M.T.; William Charles Pilley, 
G.I[.; Hamilton Rivers Pollock, M.T.; John Edward Raphael, L.I. ; 
Gervais Squire Chittick Rentoul, G.I. ; Francis Robinson, I.T. ; 
Guradee Rudrappa and Prabhat Chandra Sen, G.I. ; Cyril Dunstan Shaw, 
L.I.; Innes Harold Stranger, M.T. ; Noel Thatcher, G.I. ; David Thomas, 
Harry Verney, and Medhav Krishna Wagle, M.T. ; Sei Chen Weng, L.I. 

The number examined was 119, of whom 83 . Two candidates 
were ordered not to be admitted for examination again until the Trinity 
examination, 1907. 


ConstiruTionaL Law anp Lecat History. 

The following students passed in Constitutional Law (English and 
Colonial) and Legal History :— 

Class I.—Preston Bruce Austin, L.I. 

Class [I.—Sidney Abrahams, M.T.; Charles Talbot Agar, L.I.; Herbert 
Summersell Davis and Har Dyal, M.T.; Albert James Charlton Humphreys, 
I.T. ; William Mortimer Robinson Malherbe, M.T. 

Class III.—Razi Uddin Ahmad and Syed Ahmad, M.T. ; William Fulbert 
Archer and Martin Archer-Shee, I.T.; Isaac G Bates, G.I. ; 
Frederick John Bishop and William Robert Brandt, L.I.; Arthur Bryan, 
M.T. ; Thomas Drake Bucknill, I.T.; John Arthur Robert Cairns, M.T. ; 
William Arthur Chance, G.I.; Harold Church, L.I.; Alfred Basil Cliff, 
G.I. ; Clement John Fromanteel Cobbold and Thomas George Frederick 
Cochrane, I.T.; Oyri! Blair Cooper, G.I.; Richard Dudley Craig and 
Ronald Gordon Cruickshank, I T. ; Sorabjee Adarjee Dalal, M.T.; Richard 
Frederick Henry Shelton de Saram, Anandi Prasad Dubé, and Robert 
Cecil Dunn-Gardner, I.T. ; Edward Percy Everest, M.T.; Richard Bracken 
Farrer, I.T,; Ernest Alfred Faunch, G.I,; Valentine Fleming, I.T. ; 
William George Gillings, M.T.; Israel Ginsberg, G.I.; Weir London 
Greenlees, Arthur William Hadrill, and Roger Evans Hall, I T.; Horace 
Perkins Hamilton and Neils Jonas Dowona Hammond, L.I.; Robert 
Francis Hanbury, I.T, ; Syed Abul Hassan, M.T.; Lindsay Harold Haynes, 
L.I.; George Arthur Canning Hearsey, M.T.; Frederick Murray 8 
and Charles Basil Mortimer Hodgson, I.T. ; Qazi Tajammul Husain, M.T. ; 
Marcus Hyman, G.I.; Oawasjee Burjorjee Jassawalla, M.T.; Kashi 
Prasad Jayaswal, L.I.; William Felix Jeffes, G.I.; Arnold Jones 
and Edward Herbert Gunter Jones, I.T.; Thomas Alfred Jones, M.T. ; 
Faithful Edward Knottesford-Fortescue and Nand Lal, L.I.; Panna Lall, 
G.I,; Victor Lloyd-Bostock, I.T.; Inayat Ullah Mahli, G.I.; George 
William Buckham McLeod, Lawrence Mead, and Herbert Edward Measor, 
M.T.; Paul Bourchier Moxon, L.I.; Brahma Nand and John Leighton 
Nanson, G.I,; Hon, Albert Edward Alexander Napier, George John 
Ernest Neville, and Sholto Stuart Ogilvie, I.T.; Oyril Arthur Oliver, M.T. ; 
David Robert Osborne, I.T.; Arunachalam Padmanabha and Mahesh 
Parsad, M.T. ; Frederic Clyde Patton, I.T.; Guanam Dhanaswamy Pillai 











and Mudujil Kesava Padmanabha Pillai, M.T.; Rahimtulla Karmali 
Pirbhai, L.I.; Mahabir Prasad and Khushi Ram, G.I. ; Charles 
Knowles Renshaw, L.I. ; William Benjamin Riesle, I.T. ; Mian Samii 
M.T. ; Gustavus Charles Francis Schirrmeister and James Yuill Scott, I.T. ; 
Walter Samuel Scott, L.I.; Gur Prasada G.L.; Surendra Nath 
Sinha and David Sovereiga Smith, M.T. ; Robert Workman Smith, Samuel 
Thomas Srinivasagam and Adrian Leslie LT. ; Wilham 
Stuart, M.T.; Robert Hardy Topham, I.T. ; Harry Verney, M.T.; Henry 
Percy Weber, G.I.; Robert Oharles Owen Wells, I.T.; George Rivers 
Blanco White, John Talfourd Wood, and Henry Buckley William 
Wynyard, L.I.; John Douglas Young, I.T.; Charles N Silver 
Zeffertt, M.T. 

The number examined was 116, of whom 100 passed. 


Evipence, Procepurs, anp Carma Law. 


The following students passed satisfactory examinations in Evidence, 
Procedure (Civil and Criminal), and Criminal Law : 

Class I —Harold Church, L.I.; Charles Wilton Wood Greenidge, M.T. ; 
John Benjamin Lindenbaum, I T. 

Class [1.—Leslie H Rupert Barr and Frank Beverley, M.T.; Thomas 
Drake Bucknill, I.T. ; Charles Deans, L.I.; Armand Louis D'Em- 
merez de Charmoy, I.T.; Richard Warren Fowell, L.I.; Arthur William 
Hadrill, I.T. ; ward James Purchase and Richard Brinsley Cassavetti 
Sheridan, M.T. ; George Rivers Blanco White, L I. 

Class [1I.—Arthur Brian Ashby, I.T.; Herbert Asquith and Autonio 
Joaquim Basto, L.I.; Chimanlal Bhudar Bhojuck, Ratnakrishna Curran 
Bonnerjee, Robert Temple Cannot, Cecil Herbert Edward Chubb, and 
Joseph Arthur Copland, M.T.; Richard Dudley Craig, I.T. ; Rabindranath 
Datta, G.I. ; Shanker Yadeorao Deshmukh, L.I.; Frans Robert 
G.I. ; John Grant Duncan-Hughes, I.T. ; Arthur m, M.T.; Wi 
Edwards, G.I. ; Ganeshilal Varma Gaurishanker, M.T.; Rowland Pa:kin- 
son Goffe, G.I.; Reginald Stuart Graham, M.T.; Rivhard Frederick 
Hayward, I.T.; George Arthur Canning Hearsey, M.T.; Charles Basil 
Mortimer Hodgson aud John William Ronald jangakoon, I.T.; John 
James Lambert, M.T.; William Woodhouse Lane, I.f.; Percy Tyson 
Lewis, M.T.; Nissim Lisbona, G.I.; Alexander Anthony Mango and 
Rabindranath Mitter, L.I.; Raymond Drummond Nolan, I.T.; Cyril 
Arthur Oliver, M.T.; Edward John Baron Oxenham, G.I.; John M 
Pollen, M.T.; Percy Paris Pope, I.T.; John Wagner Potter, M.T.; 
George Walker Profeit and Emmanuel Francis Quartey, L.I.; 
Rosewall, Syam Krishna Sahay, and Mian Samiuddin, M.T.; Walter 
Samuel Scott and Bankim Chandra Sen, L.I. ; Nirendra Nath Sen, G.I. ; 
Alfred George Towers Settle, M.T.; John Simonds, L.I.; Charies 
William Slaughter, M.T.; Ceci] Ferguson Smyly, I.T.; Innes Harold 
Stranger, MT; Richard Squire Thorne and Charles Bernardus Schrandt 
von Soelen, I.T.; Alan Lachlan Gordon Walker, M.T. ; mig | Brooks 
Warner and William Henry Whitehouse, I.T. ; tT Eecombe . 
M.T. ; Edward Dudley Corscadden Wolfe and John Talfourd Wood, L.I. ; 
Cyril Wood-Hill, I.T. 

The number examined was 90, of whom 69 passed. 


Finat Examtnation, 


Class I. (in order of merit).—Alexander Harold Douglas, M.T., student- 
ship of 100 guineas a year tenable for three , and Arthur Henry 
Droop, I.'T., equal ; Robert Cecil Edmonds, M.T.; Arthur Penrose Pers- 
house and Rowland James Theodore Gibson, I.T.; Moung May-Oung 
L.L.; William Frederick Wright, M.T.; Hector Burn-Murdoch, I.T., and 
George Malcolm Hilbery, G.I.—certificates of honour. The studen 
would have been divided between Mr. Douglas and Mr. Droop had not Mr. 
Droop been disqualified by age. 

Class II. (in order of hh gd oe Tetterell Phelps, I.T.; Clayton 
Cozens-Smith, M.T.; Ernest Edward Dent, L.I.; Alan 
Hershensohn, M.T.; Donald Wallace Johnstone Urquhart, G I.; Solomon 
Horowitz, I.T. ; Kenneth Clunes —oe ey L.I., and a. Joseph Laid- 
man Tindall, M.T. (the two last ); Hi Ernest Glaisyer, L.I. ; 
Gerald Thomas Fitzgerald, I.T.; John Howard Molyneux and Walter 
Samuel Scott, L.I.; and Walter Delay W: I.T. (the four last ; 
Arthur William Hadrill and Frederick Dietrichsen, LT. ; 
Kenneth James Muir-Mackenzie, M.T.; James Geoffrey Gordon, I.T.; 
Shiavaksh Adarji Goghavala, M.T.; John Henry Greenwood, Godfrey 
rT James Agnew, I'l; Auguste’ Boyis’ Chambeiayas Manstnan* 
L.I ; James ew, 1.T.; Augustus - 
Labor, L.I.; Ro pt n Stewart and H Staunton Chatfield, 


enry 

1.T.; Dennis Victor Harvey, G.I. ; H .T. ; Philip King Chin 
Tyau, M.T.; Herbert Watkinson, x ae Ruseell Gurney, G.I; 
Gerald Milnes Fitzgerald, I.T ; George Arthur A Mathews, L.I. ; 
Armand Louis a@’Emmerez de Charmoy, I.T.; De Nath Bonarjee 
and Charles Edward Mathew Broadley, L.I; Gerald Dodson and Ernest 

id Martin Castle, [.T. ; Jyotish Chandra Ghose, M.T. 

lass II[. (in alphabetical order).—Mohamad T.; 

Chandra Bagehi and Hedley Coward Bartlett, G.I. ; Albert William 
Bodeker, M.T.; Bartle my Seaane Seaany Bacoass, oes ee 
Chand, L I.; Samuel Beech Chester, M.T. ; John ceeph Christian, Orme 
Bigland Olarke, Wilbraham » and Gray Corbett, 


LF. 3 ses Ee See M.T.; Walter us Dewan 
Sureshar Dass, James Dearden, I.T. ; Ram and 
Mian Muhamed Din, G.I. ; , M.T. ; John Grant 
et Lh: —— a. — Harold 
wards, I.T.; Morgan as J. > 

John Anderson Fowler, Rutlidge Henry, Hubert ——— 
oe hag G.I ‘sans’ Nahon, vay deoee Neth, Gi nan Haq 
Nawaz and nuel ‘: Mahesh ~ Joh 





Esuon LL ; > 
Mohamad Kaleemur Foe ween a ain MT; 
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Rattan, G.I. ; Robert Malram Dickson Reid, I.T.; William Hugh Riley- 
Pearson, G.I. ; John Carteret Hyde Seale, I.T.; Arthur Edgar Tillman, 
M.T.; George Leonard Tottenham and Lazarus Tyfield, I.T.; Denis 
Antoine Louis Wlcoq, M.7. ; Cornelis Hermanns Wessels, Francis Charles 
Bartholomew West, Cyril Wood-Hill, and Emanuel Wright, I.T.; 
Mohammad Zachariah, M T. 

The number examined was 122, of whom 99 passed. Three candidates 
were ordered not to be admitted for examination again until the Trinity 
examination, 1907. 


Law Students’ Societies. 


Law Srvpents’ Dznatinc Soctery.—Jan. 8.—Chairman, Mr. Adams.— 
The subject for debate was: ‘‘ That the case of Tunnicliffe § Hampson (Lim.) 
v. West Leigh Culliery Co. (1906, 2 Ch. 22) was wrongly decided.” Mr. 
Adams opened in the affirmative, Mr. Fitton seconded in the affirmative ; 
Mr. A. T. Bucknill opened in the negative, Mr. Salisbury seconded in 
the negative. The following members continued the debate: Meesrs. 
~ serene mig Dowding, Krauss, and Shrimpton. The motion was lost by 

ve votes. 








Obituary. 
Mr, E. W. Bird. 


‘We regret torecord the death some days ago of Mr. Edward Wrangham 
Bird, solicitor, of Liverpool, at the age of seventy-three years. He died 
suddenly while on a railway journey from Bebington to Woodside. He 
was admitted in 1856, and practised originally in partnership with the late 
Mr.,Clarke Aspinall, the firm being known as Aspinall & Bird; but when 
Mr. Aspinall was appointed city coroner in 1873 Mr. Bird joined the firm 
of which at the time of his death he was senior partner—Messrs Laces, 
Bird, Wilson, & Todd. In 1885 he was appointed justice of the peace 
for the city of Liverpool. Mr. Bird was a trustee for a number of churches 
in the city of Liverpool, chairman of the Council of St. Aidan’s College, 
Birkenhead, chairman of the Diocesan Lay Readers’ Association, and in 
1875 —1876 he was president of the Liverpool Law Society. He was one 
of the best known members of the legal profession in Liverpool, and ,as the 
Recorder remarked, his death is a great loss to the community generally. 








Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. M. W. Martinson, K.C., has been elected Master of the Library of 
the Honourable Society of Gray’s-inn, in succession to his Honour Judge 
Mulligan, K.C. 

Professor Joun Cutter, K.C., M.A., bas been elected by the Faculty of 
daws of the University of London to be their Representative on the Senate 
ia the place of Lord Davey, resigned. Lord Davey was appointed to the 
Senate by the Crown in 1905 in consequence of the non-existence of the 
Faculty at that date. Tbe Faculty has now been duly constituted, and 
Mr. Cutler is the first person elected by the Faculty to represent them on 
the Senate. The Faculty, in conjunction with the Board of Legal Studies 
has charge of all the legal educational work of the university. 





Changes in Partnerships. 


Dissolutions. 


Tuomas Bescony and Artuve Pre, Wiittamson, solicitors (Bescob 
& Williamson), Retford. Dec. 31, 1906. i aaa 
Grorce Gorpon Wanrex and Jonn Sr Cram Uproy, solici 
’ i ) ! 53 f 3 nN, solicitors 
«Warren & Upton), Market Drayton. Dec. 31,1906. [Gazette Jan. 11. 
Tuomas Burton and Jonx Dicktxson, solicitors (Burton & Dickinson) 

’ NsoN, solic son 
Wakefield. Dec. 31, 1906. ; [ Gazette, Jan. 1. = 





Information Required. 
Jvpce Crawrvny.—The address is wanted of the solicitors of the late 


Judge Crawfurd or Craufurd (died 1876-77), or bis representatives. — 
Edward Webster, 14, Randolph-place, Edinburgh. tiie ins 





General. 


It is announced that the King will open the new Sessions House at the 
Old Bailey in the firet fortnight of F elin The exact date has not yet 
been fixed by his Majesty, but the new courts will be ready for business 
on the 25th of February, when the Central Criminal Court will begin ite 
February session. 


Sir Edward Clarke, K.C., who in his early days was in the Press 
Galiery of the House of Commons, has lately, says the Evening Standard 
been engaged in preparing @ new system of shorthand, which Messrs. 
Simpkin, Marshal! will publish soon. To a representative of the 7ribune 
be explained that his system is on adaptation of Taylor's work, but much 
simpler. ‘‘In fact, it is so simple that it requires no teacher. Anybody 
may learn it by himself. One great distinction it has is that there are no 
thick and thin strokes, und there are few or no arbitrary signs,”’ 





The following is the official announcement of the result of the council of 
judges held last week: ** The Lord Chancellor presided at a council of all 
the judges of the Supreme Court at the Royal Courts of Justice, when 
their lordships decided to alter the date for beginning the Long Vacation 
to the Ist of August instead of the 13th of August, as at present, while 
the Michaelmas sittings will begin on the 12th of October instead of the 
24th of October. A committee of judges was appointed to consider the 
details and prepare an Order in Council, and it is expected that the altera- 
tion will come into operation in August next. 


The following are the circuits chosen by the judges for the Summer 
Assizes: North Wales Circuit, the Lord Chief Justice; South Wales 
Circuit, Mr. Justice Walton; North-Eastern Circuit, Mr. Justice 
Grantham and Mr. Justice Ridley; Oxford Circuit, Mr. Jus'ice Lawrauce 
and Mr. Justice Sutton; Midland Circuit, Mr. Justice Jelf and Mr. 
Justice Bray; South-Eastern Circuit, Mr. Justice Kennedy and Mr. 
Justice Phillimore ; Western Circuit, Mr. Justice Bigham and Mr. Justice 
Bucknill; Northern Circuit, Mr. Justice Channell and Mr. Justice A. T. 
Lawrence. Mr. Justice Darling will remain in London. 


When Nathan M. Morse was trying the Tuckerman Will Case before 
Judge McKim, Dr. Jelley, the well-known expert on insanity, was, says 
the Boston Herald, one of the witnesses. One of the hypothetical questions 
asked of the witness by Mr. Morse contained no less than 20,000 words. 
The lawyer started this pithy question at the opening of court and closed 
only a few minutes prior to the noon adjournment. The point that Mr. 
Morse was endeavouring to bring out oolated to the mental condition of 
the testator when he made his will. This is said to have been the longest 
single interrogation ever made in a court of law, and the answer comprised 
just three words, ‘‘ I do not.”’ 


Mr. Joseph Choate, president of the State Bar Association, on Tuesday, 
says a telegram from Albany, published in the Times, delivered an address 
to the association in which he compared legal practice in Great Britain 
and in America to the disadvantage of the latter. He attributed the 
detraction of the independence and disinteresteduess of American lawyers 
chiefly to the change made several generations ago by statute, whereby 
American lawyers and clients were permitted to agree to any terms of 
compensation they pleased, including contingent fee contracts for shares. 
and the lawyer was even allowed to pay all expenses and take half the 
proceeds. Mr. Choate urged individual advocates to refuse to participate 
in such practices. 

Never in recent times, says a writer inthe Daily Telegraph, has the King’s 
Bench Division been so overloaded with business. In 1898, at the opening of 
the Hilary Term, there were 831 cases awaiting trial ; in 1899, 599; in 
1900, 768; in 1901, 694; in 1902, 809; in 1903, 845; in 1904, 796; in 
1905, 884; and in 1906, 927. Now there are 997. And in the Court 
of Appeal the figures have not been so high since 1903 The total of 
345 compares with 275 in 1906, 254 in 1905, 258 in 1904, 366 in 1903, 
432 in 1902, 319 in 1901, and 328 in 1900. In the Chancery Division, 
also, where work of late years has not been abundant, the cases entered 
for trial are 338, as against 223 a year ago, and 217 in 1905; and the 
customary assistance rendered by the equity judges to those of the 
King’s Bench Division will therefore in all probability not be forth- 
coming. Only in the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Division is there 
a falling off. Last year there were 395 cases, and now there are 362. 


Four of the members of the committee which the Law Society has now 
appointed to consider the safeguarding of clients’ moneys were, says a 
writer in the Globe, members of the similar committee that sat in 1900. 
They are Sir Albert Rollit, Mr. Henry Manisty, Mr. Thomas Rawle, and 
Mr. B, R. Heaton. With regard to the custody of clients’ moneys, the 
committee of 1900 found it necessary to remind solicitors that they were 
not bankers, and ought not to make use of their clients’ money ia their 
hands. ‘‘ Where accounta are properly and carefully kept,’’ added the 
committee, ‘‘the books speak for themselves, and there is no absolute 
necessity for any separate banking account to secure this, but many solicitors 
do keep a banking account separate from their own, and identified asa trust 
fund, to which they place all moneys in their hands belonging to their 
clients, and in the opinion of the committee it is very desirable that, as 
far as possible, this course should be adopted in addition to the careful 
keeping of accounts.’’ Unfortunately, the committee failed to suggest 
any method by which solicitors could be compelled to do this ‘‘ very 
desirable’’ thing, though they declared their belief that among some 
members of the profession there was “‘ considerable laxity and careless- 
ness ’’ in the keeping of their accounts. To repair this omission is one of 
the principal tasks of the new committee. 


A writer in the Albany Law Journal under the head of ‘‘ Tricked Into 
a False Statement’ says: There is another case of this kind, a famous 
one, which, though usually quoted as a brilliant example of the lawyer’s 
skill in cross-questioning, may be presented as a warning to over-confident 
witnesses. It is one of those cases, too, where people usually laugh at the 
discomfiture of the witness and applaud the triumph of the lawyer, yet it 
was simply a trick, a very smart trick, it is true, but still nothing buta 
trick, which served to defeat the ends of justice. In a criminal 
trial in which Daniel O’Conneil was cross-qu:stioning a witness, 
there was a silk hat brought forward which this witness positively 
identified as the one he saw on the head of the prisoner on the 
night of the crime. ‘‘ You are sure this is the hatr’’ ‘' Yes, sir, I 
am sure.’ ‘You saw it on the head of the prisoner?’’ ‘‘I did.” 
** You looked atit afterwarde?’’ ‘‘Idid.’’ ‘‘ You kiaow it, then, inside 
and outside?’’ “Ido.’’ Then the cross-questioner took up the hat, and, 
looking carefully into it, began spelling out, letter by letter, in a low 
voice, the name printed or written in the hat, ‘‘J-o-h-n S-m-i-t-h.” He 
then continued: “‘ You saw the name inthe hat?” ‘“‘I did.” “ You are 
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sureof that?’? ‘“Iam.’? O'Connell, now turning to the judge, said: 
‘‘ Your honour, the case is closed—there is no name in the hat.” And he 
won the case. ButI ask you and all honourable men, was this fair? Are 
such tactics allowable, where law and justice are supp2sed to be 
dispensed ? 


On Monday last the Lord Chief Justice unveiled a marble bust of the 

late Mr. Inderwick, K.C., which has been placed in the Bar Library of the 
Royal Courts. The bust is by Mr. George Frampton, R.A., and bears the 
inscription, ‘‘ Frederick Andrew Inderwick, K.C., 1835 —1904,” and the 
black pedestal on which it rests is inscribed with the words, ‘‘A 
Distinguished Advocate, a Learned Author, a Faithful Friend.” It has 
been subscribed for by upwards of 100 members of the bench and bar. 
Tho<e present at the ceremony included Lord Macnaghten, several of the 
judges, and many members of the profession. After Mr. Justice Bargrave 
Deane had thanked the Lord Chief Justice in the name of the memorial com- 
mittee for undertaking to unveil the bust, and had stated the steps which 
led to its execution, the Lord Chief Justice said that no thanks were due 
to him for his — ; anyone who knew Mr, Inderwick would be grati- 
fied to be asked to take part in such a proceeding. They were commemo- 
rating for all time the life of one whom they tly respected, revered, 
and loved. Mr. Inderwick had been rightly Soscatbed as a distinguished 
advocate. He had known him for upwards of thirty years in the active 
practice of his profession, and what had struck him most about their late 
friend was his great industry, his great power of assimilation of detail, 
and his general tact and consideration for all those who were opposed to 
him or who were in any way engaged in the case in which he was 
appearing On no single occasion did he ever forget his position as 
agentleman. He was not aware that he had ever heard a single word spoken 
against him. He commanded the respect of those with whom he practised 
and of every judge before whom he appeared. As an author he had greatly 
distinguished himself, and shewed that he was a man of great historical 
learning. It would ever redound to the credit of his memory that in the 
midst of a busy life in the prosecution of his profession he found time to 
leave behind him monuments of the history of his own inn, accompanied 
by his own guide, which would be of great value to future members of the 
Inner Temple. He was, too, a faithful friend, and no man had his heart 
more open to the members of the profession than he. The memorial 
stood in a library with which he had no small connection, for he had been 
chairman of the library committee for seven years. His name would be 
recorded as one who widely maintained the best traditions of his great 
profession, and left behind him ah example which every young barrister 
would do well to endeavour to follow. He then unveiled the bust, and 
complimented Mr. Frampton on its successful execution. Mr. Dauney 
accepted the bust on behalf of the library committee. We may add that 
Mr. C. J. Willock acted as honorary secretary to the memorial committee, 
and was indefatigable in his efforts to promote the memorial. 








Court Papers. 


‘Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota or ReGistrars 1n ATTENDANCE OF 
Emencency a ~ aroma Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 





Date. TA. 0. Kexewics. Joyror. 
Monday, Jan ............ 21 Mr. Leach Mr. Goldschmidt Mr. Greswell Mr. Church 
Tuesday ........ +0022 Greswell Theed Leach King 
Wednesday .. +0023 Borrer Goldschmidt Greswell Church 
Thursday . +024 Bioxam Theed Leach King 
Friday .....0» oor SD Theed Goldschmidt § Greswell Church 
Baturday ....0.seceree 000020 Goldschmidt Theed Leach King 

Date Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 

Swivrew Eapy. Warerineror. NevILye. Parken. 


Monday, Jan .......... 21 Mr. Beal Mr. Bloxam Mr. Carrington Mr. King 
‘uesday fe. Farmer Borrer Pemberton Church 
Beal Bloxam Carrington Pemberton 
Farmer ae Pemberton Carrington 
Beal oxam Carrington Farmer 
Farmer Borrer Pemberton Beal 








COURT OF APPEAL. 
HILARY SITTINGS, 1907. 
(Continued from p. 177.) 

FROM THE KING'S BENCH DIVISION. 
For Hearing. 

(Final List.) 

1905. 

Wilson and ors v Grant and ors appl of pitffs from judgt of Mr Justice 
Ridley, dated Nov 28, 1904, without a jury, Middlesex (restored Nov 
30, 1906, for Jan 11, 1907, in Court of Appeal No II.) Feb8 

Rumball v Bunting app! of pitff from judgt of Mr Justice Channell, 
dated March 11, 1905, without a jury, Middlesex (s o for appointment of 
legal representative) April 12 

Waters (trading as F S Waters & Co) v Gallagher & Co appl of pitff from 
judgt of The Lord Chief Justice, dated July 21, 1905, Middlesex Ang 2 
est Riding of Yorkshire Rivers Board v Robinson Bros appl of defts 
from judgt of The Lord Chief Justice and Justices Wills and Darling, 
dated Nov 3, 1905 Nov 14 

Gibbon and ors v Payne and ors appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice 


Seal v Hoffman amp st Go Sees of Mr Justice Warri , dated 
Nov 24, 1905, without a jury, M ae Dec 7 — 

Davies (Appt) v Seisdon Union Assessment Committee of the Parish 
Council of Kinver (Respts) appl of ts from jade: of The Lord 
a and Justices Lawrance Ridley, Dec 14, 1905 

Americano Nem Cov Schouten appl of deft from judgt of Mr duastice 
Channell, dated Nov 24, 1905, without a jury, Middlesex Dec 23 


1906. 


Great Central Ry Co (Applts) v The Assessment Committee of the Ban’ 
Union (Respts) appl of — —— of Mr Justice Lawrance 
Mr Justice Ridley, dated 14, 1 Jan 1 London and North- 
Western Ry Co (Applts) v The Assessment Committee of the oe 
Union and ors (Respts) appl of respts from j of the Lord 
Justice and Justices Lawrance and Ridley, dated Dec 15,1905 Jan 11 

Montgomery v Hutchins and anr l of pltif cy 4.4 of Me Justice 
peep San ae yee jury, W D Div of Lancaster 

an 

Blackpool and Fleetwood Tramway Co (Applts) v Thornton Urban District 
Council (Respts) appl of — from judgt of the Lord Chief Justice 
and Justices Lawrance and Ridley, dated Dec 13, 1905 Jan 4 

Sibery (Applt) v Connelly (Respt) “ppl from judgt of the Lord Chief 
Justice and Justices Lawrance and Ridley, dated Dec 18, 1905 Jan 11 

Mayor, &c, of the Met Boro of Lambeth v South London Electric Supply 
Corpn ld appl of pitffs from judgt of Mr Justice ham, dated Nov 
16, 1905, without a jury, Middiesex Feb2l Same v Feb 21 

Ashbee v Rollins appl of pitff from judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, dated 
Dec 20, 1905, without a jury, Middlesex Feb 24 

Tozeland v The Guardians of the Poor of the West Ham Union appl of 
deft from judgt of The Lord Chief Justice and Justices Ridley and 
Darling, dated Feb 14, 1906 Feb 24 

The Guardians of the Gloucester Union by Walter George Williams, their 
Relieving Officer v The Gloucester Co-operative and Industrial Soc ld 
appl of plitffs from judgt of the Lord Chief Justice and Justices Ridley 
and Darling, dated Feb 15, 1906 Feb 26 

Hutton v Ras Steam Shipping Cold appl of pitff from judgtof The Lord 
Chief Justice, dated Dec 4, 1905, jury discharged, Middlesex March 1 

The Solidified Oil Co ld v Benjamin appl of deft from i. of The 
— Justice and Justices Ridley and Darling, Feb 21, 1906 

e ‘ 
Dewar v Tasker & Sonsld appl of pltff from judgt of The Lord Chiet 
Justice and Justices Ridley and Darling, dated Feb 16, 1906 March 2 
Bullen v Swan appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Walton, dated 
Feb 7, 1906, without a jury, Middlesex March 2 

Mayer v Swan and anr appl of deft Sachs from judgt of Mr Justice 
Buckley (additional judge, &c), dated Feb 19, 1906, without a jury, 
Middlesex’ March 5 

Biddle v Hart appl of pltff om i of The Lord Chief Justice and 
Justices Ridley and Darling, dated Feb 23, 1906 March 8 

Weldon v Matthews appl of pltff from judgt of The Lord Chief Justice 
and Justices Ridley and Darling, dated Feb 26, 1906 March 9 

Porch v Hawes appl of pitff from judgt of Mr Justice Darling, dated 
Feb 24, 1906, without a jury, Middlesex March 9 

Barnett v Butler appl of a from judgt of The Lord Chief Justite and 
Justices Ridley and Darling, dated Feb 27, 1906 March 10 

Gillett v Barrasford appl of deft from judgt of The Lord Chief Justice 
and Justices Ridley and Darling, dated March 5, 1906 March 15 

Galloway v Steinberger appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Farwell 

— — judge), da Feb 6, 1906, without a jury, Middlesex 

Insole & Son v Gueret appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Phillimore 

dated March 5, 1906, without a jury, Middlesex 20 

London United Tramways (1901) ld v Assessment Committee of Brentford 

Union and Overseers of the Parish of Chiswick appl of respts from 

judgt of The Lord Chief Justice and Justices Ridley and Darling, dated 

March 7, 1906 March 20 

Wallis & Stevens ld v Waugh and Freeman “ppl of deft Freeman from 
udgt of Mr Justice Kennedy, dated March 16, 1906, without a jury, 

fiddlesex March 22 

Whipple v Penpoll Tin Smelting Cold appl of defts from j of The 


Hon Judge yi KC, Liverpool Court of Passage, dated 10, 
1906 March 2 

Doig v Barnard appl of pltff from jadgt of Mr Justice A T Lawrence 
dated Jan 12, 1 April 3 


Smith and anr v Gobbels and ors (trading as Gobbels & ) 
appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice , dated March 28, 1906, 
without a jury, Middlesex April 6 
Von Freeden v Hull and ors appl of defts from Fx of Mr Justice 
Phillimore, dated March 12, 1 without a jury, Middlesex April 9 
The Mayor, Aldermen and Councillors of the City of Westminster v 
The Gordon Hotels ld appl of applits from judgt of The Lord Chief 
Justice and Justices Darling and , dated April 6, 1906 1 ll 
Darling & Son v Roeburn and anr app! of deft from judgt of Justice 
Kennedy, dated April 2, 1906, without a jury, Middlesex April 18 
Wakefield and District Light Ry (Applts) v Mayor, &o, of Wakefield 
(Respts) —< respts from judgt of Justices Ridley, Darling, and A T 
Lawrence, dated April 10, 1 April 21 
Fraser v Filer appl of pitif judgt of the Lord Chief Justice and 
Justices Ridley and Darling, dated Feb 15, 1906 21 
Mersey Ry Co ¥ Wirrall Ry Go appl of deft from 
dated March 1, 1 (West Derby Division the County of 


25 





AT Lawrence, dated Nov 10, 1905, without a jury, esex Nov 25 





Lancatars April 25 
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Loftus v Oarpenter app! of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Kennedy, dated 
April 11, 1906, without a jury, Middlesex April 26 
Lennard v Kent and East Sussex Light Ry Co appl of pltff from jpdgt 
of Mr Justice Ridley, dated Jan 31, 1906 (jury discharged), Middlesex 
2 


April 28 

Mackay v Edwardes appl of plitff from judgt of Mr Justice Bigham, dated 
Jan 30, 1906, with a cosetel tury, Middlesex April 30 

The Queen of the River Steamship Cold v The Conservators of the River 
Thames and Easton Gibb & Son appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice 
Kennedy, dated March 23, 1906, without a jury, Middlesex May 7 

Rex v The Mayor and Oorpn of Brighton (expte Edward Dudley Shoe- 
amith) app! of defte from judgt of the Lord Chief Justice and Justices 
Ridley and Darling, dated April 30,1906 May 14 

Green (Apple) v Assessment Committee of the Newport Union and Over- 
seers of the Parish of Goldcliff (Respts) appl of applts from judgt of 
the Lord Chief Justice and Justices Ridley and Darling, dated April 26, 
1906 May 16 Stead (Applt) v Assessment Committee of the Newport 
Union and the Overseers of the Parish of Nash (Respts) appl of applts 
from judgt of the Lord Chief Justice and Justices Ridley and Darling, 
dated April 26,1906 May 16 

—T and anr v Prosser applof pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Walton, 
dated April 3, 1906, without a jury, Middlesex May 16 

Robert Arthur Theatre Co ld v Mason & Jacob appl of defts from judgt 
of Mr Justice Sutton, dated Feb 19, 1906, without a jury, Middlesex 
May 17 

Fitzgerald v Tilling appl of plitff from judgt of Mr Justice Jelf, dated 
May 9, 1906 with a common jury, Middlesex, and cross-notice by deft, 
dated June 1, 1906 May 17 

In re an Arbtn between Cox, McEwen, & Co and Hoare, Marr & Co and 
Arbtn Act, 1889 appl of Cox, McEwen, & Co from judgt of Mr Justice 
Bray, dated May 3, 1906 May 18 

Noakes & Cold v Day appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Lawrance, 
dated April 28, 1906, without a jury, Middlesex May 19 

Hore v Day appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Buckley (additional 
judge), dated May 10, 1906, without a jury, Middlesex May 19 

— v Mayor, &c, of Maidenhead appl of pitff from judgt of Mr Justice 

uckley (additional judge), dated May 12, 1906, without a jury, 

Middlesex May 2] 

Cohn v Henderson appl of pltff from judgt of Justices Kennedy and 
A T Lawrence, dated May 3, 1906 (security ordered) May 21 

De Jong v Johnson & Sons ld appl of pitff from judgt of Mr Justice 
Lawrance, dated Feb 24,1906 May 22 

The King v The Judge of the Marylebone County Court and The Great 
Western Ry appl of the Great Western Ry from judgt of the Lord 
— and Justices Darling and Channell, dated May 9, 1906 

y 

Goldschmidt v Weldhen & Bleriot appl of pltff from judgt of Justices 

Kennedy and A T Lawrence, dated May 4, 1906 May 22 


Smith v Prosser appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, dated 
May 7, 1906, without a jury, Middlesex May 23 

The King, on the prosecution of the Guardians, &c, of Walsall Union v 
Justices of Middlesex appl of Walsall Union from judgt of the Lord 
—— and Justices Darling and Channell, dated May 14, 1906 

ay 

Beer v Bell (wife sued in 
judgt of Mr Justice A T 
jury, Middlesex May 26 

Richards v Hall appl of pltff from judgt of Justices Kennedy and A T 
Lawrence, dated May 17,1906 May 26 

In the Matter of the Arbitration Act, 1889 between Coleman’s Depositories 
ld and The Life and Health Assce Assoc appl of Life and Health 
— ld from judgt of Mr Justice Bray, dated May 4, 1906 

y 

The King v City of London Union (expte Mayor, &c, ‘of the City of 
London) appl of Associated Newspapers ld from judgt of the Lord 
Chief Justice and Mr Justice Bray, dated May 17, 1906 May 29 Same 
v Same appl of the rs of the Metropolitan Asylum District 
from judgt of the Lord Chief Justice and Mr Justice Bray, dated May 
17, 1906 (stay granted until hearing of appl) May 29 

Hill v Thomas & Sons appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Sutton, 
dated April 11, 1906 May 29 

Lancaster Rural District Council v Fisher & Le Fanu appl of defts from 
jndgt of Mr Justice Bigham, dated May 16, 1906, without a jury, West 
Derby Division of the County of Lancaster May 16 


Pacific Steam Navigation Co v Pugh & Son appl of defte from judgt of 
Mr Justice Bigham, dated May 15, 1906, without a jury, West Derby 
Division of the County of Lancaster, and cross-notice by pltffs, dated 
May 30,1906 May 30 

Jones v Wakefield Hippodrome ld appl of pltff from judgt of Justices 
Kennedy and wrence, dated May 8, 1906 (so to Jan 11, 1907) 


t of her separate estate) appl of pltff from 
wrence, dated May 19, 1906, with a special 


The King v City of London Union (ex parte Mayor, &c, of the City of 
London) appl of HR Banes & Co ld from judgt of the Lord Chief 
Justice and Mr Justice Bray, dated May 17, 1906 May 31 Same v Same 
appl of Overseers of the Poor of the Precinct of Whitefriars from judgt 
of same Court, samedate May 31 SamevSame appl of South-Eastern 
and Chatham Ry Companies Managing Committee from judgt of same 
Court, same date May 31 

Sadler v Beker & Laycock appl of pitff from judgt of Justices Kennedy 
and A T Lawrence, dated May 18, 1906 June l 

Wilkinson and anr v Lancashire and Yorkshire Ry Co appl of defts 

from judgt of Justices Kennedy and Bray, dated May 25, 1906 June } 





Lacons and ors v Warmoll appl of deft from judgt of Justices Kennedy 
and A T Lawrence, dated alay 21,1906 Junel 

Clare v Joseph appl of pltff from judgment of Justices Ridley and 
Darling, dated May 23,1906 June 2 

Hewlett v Yiend and ors appl of pltff from judgt of Justices Ridley and 
Darling, dated May 21, 1906 June 6 

Harris v Fiat Motors ld app! of plitff from judgt of Justices Ridley and 
Darling, dated May 17, 1906 (security ordered) June7 

Phoenix Wharf and Coal Co ld v The Southampton Harbour Board appl 
; — from judgt of Mr Justice Bray, dated May 24, 1906 (special case) 

une 

Lane Bros v J Moralee, the younger (carrying on business as J Moralee & 
Oo) appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Sutton, dated May 21, 1906 
without a jury, Middlesex June 7 

Young & Marten ld v Beach appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice 
Lawrance, dated May 19, 1906, without a jury, Middlesex June 8 

Lawton v Cameron appl of pltff from judgt of the Hon Judge Taylor, 
KO, Court of Passage, Liverpool, dated May 28, 1906 June 11 

Osborn v Cantlay and anr appl of pltff from judgt of Justices Ridley and 
Darling, dated May 17,1906 June 12 

Societe Francaise des Munitions, &c v Rabbidge appl of pltffs from judgt 
of Justices Kennedy and Bray, dated May 22,1906 June 13 

In re Arbitration Act, 1889 Max Thomas and Holstrom & Co appl of Max 
——. from judgt of Justices Ridley and Darling, dated May 21, 1906 

une 13 

Buck v Broard and anr appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, 
dated May 30,1906 June 13 

Mather v Hall & Cold and Hall appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice 
Phillimore, dated May 25, 1906, without a jury, Middlesex June 18 

Wheatley v Smithers and anr appl of pitff from judgt of Justices Ridley 
and Darling, dated May 24,1906 June 20 

Litchfield v Drefus appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Farwell (addi- 
tional judge), dated March 22,1906 June 23 

English and Colonial Produce Co v Marchant appl of deft from judgt of 
Mr Justice Kekewich (additional judge), dated June 8, 1906, without a 
jury, Middlesex June 28 

London and India Docks Co v Thames Steam Tug and Lighterage Co appl 
of pltffs from judgt of Justices Kennedy and A T Lawrenee, dated 
June 12, 1906, and cross-notice by defts, dated July 21, 1906 June 30 

Evans v Hobbis appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Kennedy, dated 
June 20, 1906, at Reading (Berks), common jury July 3 

Lancashire and Cheshire Coal Assoc and R Evans & Co ld v London and 
North-Western Ry Co and Lancashire and Yorkshire Ry Oo (Railway 
and Canal Commission) applof pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Bigham, 
Sir F Peel, and The Hon A E Gathorne Hardy, dated June 21, 1906 
July 3 

Oceanic Steam Ship Cov Faber appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice 

Walton, dated May 1, 1906, without a jury, Middlesex July 4 

Lees v The Lancashire and Cheshire Miners Federation and ors appl of 
defts from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, dated June 19, 1906 (jury 
discharged) July 7 

London Salt Cold v T 8 Harris & Cold appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr 
Justice Bray, dated June 19, 1906, without a jury, Middlesex July 9 

Sharp v Bates appl of deft from judgt of Justices Darling and Ridley, 
dated May 25,1906 July 9 

Shaw v Spiers appl of pitff from jist of Mr Justice Swinfen Eady 
(additional judge), dated June 20, 1906, without a jury, Middlesex 
July 10 

In re Taxation of Costs and In re H R Newson, gentleman, &c appl of 
Newson from judgt of Mr Justice Phillimore, dated June 21, 1906 
(security ordered) July 12 

The Bede SS Co ld v The Bangan Syndikat GM BH of Berlin appl of 
defts from judgt of Mr Justice Kennedy, dated June 23, 1906, without 
a jury, Middlesex July 14 

Automobile Review 1d v Lamb Bros & Garnett appl of pltffs from judgt 
Bae Justice Darling, dated June 1, 1906, without a jury, Middlesex 
July 16 

Horsley & Floyd v Edwards, Rumpler & Oo and ors appl of defte 
Puddy & Hale ld from judgt of Mr Justice Walton, dated May 21, 1906, 
without a jury, Middlesex July 24 

In the Matter of an Arbitration between W F B Eadon and the Lord 
Mayor, Aldermen and Burgesses of the City of Bristol appl of the 
Lord Mayor, &c, of Bristol from order of Mr Justice Kennedy, dated 
July 17, 1906 (special case) July 25 John Gibbs v Same July 25 
Charles A Newman vSame July 25 R H iCarpenter and ors v Same 
July 25 (transferred to Final List, Aug 6, 1906) 

Grose-Smith v The Isle of Wight Ry Co appl of pltff from judgt of Mr 
Justice Buckley (additional judge), dated May 5, 1906, without a jary, 
Middlesex July 26 

Manwaring v Jennings appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, 
dated July 17,1906 July 27 

In re The Agricultural Holdings Acts, 1883 to 1900, and In re an Arbitra- 
tion between C E Jennings and E J Manwaring appl of O E Jennings 





from jud of His Honour Judge Emden (special case), dated July 13, 
1906, Tunbridge Wells July 27 
In re Arbitration Act, 1889 The Laundry Employers, &c, Co ld v The 


Accident Insce Co ld appl of Aceident Insce Oo from judgt of Mr 
Justice Kennedy (special case), dated July 24,1906 Aug 1 

Martyn v Cowell and anr appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Philli- 
more, dated July 21, 1906, without a jury, Middlesex Aug 2 

The Premier Boiler Tubes ld v Hargreaves appl of deft from judgt of Mr 
Justice Bray, dated July 20, 1906, without a jury, Manchester Aug 4 
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The Mayor &c, of the Borough of Chorley v Nightingale appl of pltff from 
judgt of Justices Kennedy and A T Lawrence, dated July 19, 1 Aug 3 
The Morrison Shipping Oo ld v Drefus &Oo appl of defts from judgt of 
= Justice Phillimore, dated July 26, 1906, without a jury, Middlesex 


3 
Mac soteth v The North and South Wales Bank ld appl of defts from judgt 
ot Mr Justice Bray, dated June 30, 1906, without a jury, Middlesex 
Aug 4 
Mayor, &c, of West Bromwich v Martin ap l of deft from judgt of 
Justices Kennedy and A T Lawrence, dated May 10,1906 Aug 4 
Frost v Douglas appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Ridiey, dated 
July 31, 1906, Middlesex (special case) Aug 8 
Wilkinson v Walthamstow District Council and anr appl of pltff from 
judgt of Justices Ridley and Darling, dated May 15, 1906 Aug 9 
Fear v Phillips appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Jelf, dated July 30, 
1906, without a jury, Cardiganshire Aug 10 
Attorney-General v London and India Docks Co (Revenue Side) “ppl of 
defts from judgt of Mr Justice Walton, dated Aug 3, 1906 Aug 10 


(To be continued.) 





Circuits of the Judges. 
SECOND EDITION. 


The following judge will remain in town: Tae Lorp Cmier Justice or 
ExGLanp, during the whole of the Circnits; the other judges till their 
respective commission days. 


Notice.—In cases where no note is appended to the names of the Circuit 
Towns both Civil and Criminal Business must be ready to be taken on the 
first working day; in other cases the note appended to the name of the 
Circuit Town iudicates the day before which Civil Business will not be 
taken. In the case of Circuit Towns to which two judges go there will be 
no alteration in the old practice. 
























8. Eastern 
Ridley, J. (1) 


Buckmill, J. (2) 


EASTERN 
Lawrance, J. 
Kennedy, J 


N. E 


| Grantham, J. | 


Western. 











e ASSIZES, 1907 
Commiesion Days. 


Winding-up Notices. 
London Gasette,—Fatvay, Jan. 11. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Laarrep ix Caawozry. 
Axgcaxum, Liurrep —Creditors are one soeteet, om. er b age = Sgt 


addresses, and the particulars 
Thompeon, 94, Cannon st, joint liquidators 


~ 
sy gy a 8 
G. 6. Hunter and 


be 


Beves & Owex, Limrtep—Petn presented Nov will be heard Jan 22. Ward & 
Gracechurch st, solors for Notace Scene mat ak te ao 
not later than 6 o'clock in chememn of dus ak 

G. Movaize & Gon, Taurean — Costin a pee pe before Feb 11, to send thei™ 
names an the particulars of or claims, to to Charles Frederick 

, 85, Copthall av. Talbot, ticalare of that 


Mayurw Comse-Eoeee homens Se See pet aes, Girected to be 
heard Jan 22. Munns & ‘Longden, O id Jewry, solors for Notice of 

must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Jan 21 

New Lonpow anv Svsvasax Oustevs Co, Gm a Bey at Ree 
directed to be heard Jan 22. Bashali, Breams bidgs, Chancery for petners. 
Notice of appearing must reach the not later than 6 o’clock in the after- 
noon of Jan 21 

New Lowpow ayp Scpvesax Oustsvs Oo, Liurrep—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 
10, directed to be heard Jan 22. Durham Co, Arundel st, Strand, solors for petner. 
Satie pt guenng Sa Ses not later than 6 o'clock in the after- 
noon of Jan 


Norra Lonpow Exornegrine Co, jane Petn for winding up, presented Dec 18, directed 
~ oe ee ape geen lp er io. & Son, Laurence 
uno ors petner. ‘otice appearing must above-named not 
inter thas 9 ofdiodk tn tee ashamoen af dun 30 
Pauano Corporation, Lixrrep (1x Liqurpation)—Creditors are required, on or before 
Feb 19, to send their and the of their debts and claims, 


names and 
to Arthur G iffard, Blomfield House, oa uidator 


py Luutep (1x Liqurpatiox)—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 19, 
names and addresses, and the i 
‘Arthur Giffard, Blomfield House, L London 


Patext Piastic Bust Syxpicats, Liurrep —Creditors seuuteel, 00 or ene BOD, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 2 Se = oe ee. 
Robert Vicars Critchley, 18, Broad st House. Dale & Co, Cornhill, solors for liquidator 


Tay.or & Spixx, Luoutep (1x Votustasy Liquipatiox)—Creditors are uired, om or 
before Feb 28, to send their names and addresses, and full particulars of their debts or 
claims, vo Mr. Arthur Nicholas, 88, Bridge st, Manchester. Clark, Manchester, solor 
lor liqui: 

. London Gasette.—Turspar, Jan. 15, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luarsp m Cuayorer. 
B, Couns, Tousen -S —Coaitien i Os RS ea soauiead, on ox before Feb 14 


and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
William Ros Sharp, 30, Brown st, Manchester. Addiechaw & Oo Manchester, solors to 


liquidator 
Gams Nrrrats Co, ey = a Ciba an ates Rotts March 1, to send their 
es and addresses, and the particulars of their to William James 
Welch, Baltic House, 27, Leadenhall st. Badd & Co, solore to liq 
“ Exarveratne Tixes” Co, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 15, to send 
ir names and and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr. Bertie 


Marwood, 6, Bouverie st, liquidator 
Bupase 6. - Sanaes SO, lame —Creditors are required, on or before Feb 18, to send 
and addresses, wi of their debts or claims, to William Delanoy 
Wine, ie aoa 


Beequn See. ! Co, Linrra—Peta for winding > a memggy Re a directed to 
rd at Sheffield, J solor for petner. Notice of appearing 
ST I in the afternoon of Jan 23 


and addresses, and the particulars of their 
claims, eal Baxter, 13, Slee In, Queen Vinoria ot Brook South 
Gray’s inn, solor to liquidator * 








The Property Mart. 


Result of Sale, 
Mesers. H. E. Posse & Qhasnne 568 Dl ene 


Bale (No. 827) of the 
inst, when the 









parte ene A —— Sumncch seclined teleg Scheu bie 
were al 
tape ef yt ae Sold 2,580 ° 
a woe woe eee eee eee eee eee 
To » 15 0 
" 1990 0 
» 2850 0 
Las 0 
» 226 19 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Dar or Cuam. 
Lendon Gasette,—Furvar, Jan. iii 


Axwusraoxe, Hexay Rosear, Queen Victoria Feb 18 Ransom v 
Armstrong, Kekewich, J ome DA 

Taoayiey, Jossra isanice, Mandate 
Manchester 


arta Gasette.—Traspar, Jan. 15. 


Hoaas, Joux, Bridport, Dorset Feb 23 Newberry vy Hoare, Joyoe Rendall, Bridport 





. 
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Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day or Ciam, 
London Gazette.—Faipay, Jan. 11. 


Agyoip, Wic.iam, Kenilworth, Farmer Jan 26 Kate Arnold, Kenilworth 

Baaxer, Rev Avrrep Greesiey, Shertie’'d upon Loddon, Hants Feb 11 Agnes Barker, 
Sherfield upon Loddon, Hants 

Beavis, Euma Jaye, Victoriard, Kilburn Feb 9 Saxton & Son, Queen Victoria st 

Baproagp, Exvizasern, Acton Jan26 Weyman & Co, Ludlow, Salop 

Be.tiexcer, Jonx, Newtown, fouthampton, Bookbinder March 1 Hallett & Martin, 
Southampton 

Boor, Witiiam, Adstofe, Northampton, Iankeeper Feb 12 Howes & Co, Towcester 

Bosssy, Wii.iam, Fournier st, spitaltields, Carman Feb11 Poulter, Queen Victoria st 

Buioat, Horatio, sheffield April6 Broomheai & Co, Sheffield 

Burkitt, Wittia, King’s Lyna, Norfolk,Merchant Apmlé Bro-mhead & Co, Sheffield 





CarxaGitt, Josera, Stausted, Kesex, Estate Steward Feb 11 Nockolds & Wade, Bishops 


Stortford 
Caarmas, Rev Jouy, Aysgarth, Yorks Jan 25 Chapman, Leyburn, 8 O, Yorks 


Coox, Aveusta Grorcina Fioresce, Cheltenham Feb 8 Gi'lman, Southampton st, 


Bigh Holborn 
Coxon, Catusuixe Axx, Alawick, Northumberland Feb 14 Middlemas, Alnwick 
Carostzk, Exxest Faaygois, Paris Feb 16 Ader & Perowne, Copthallav 
Ex.is, Carisruruen, Hayle, Cornwall, Brewer Feb 21 ‘tyacke, Helston, Cornwall 
Figup, Axx, Bristol March 1 Barry & Harris, Bristol 
Fisxet, Joseru, Gloucester ter, 8S Keusington Feb 14 Cohen & Cohen, Finsbury cireus 
Gavustietr, Jonx, Copnor Dairy, Portsmouth, Dairyman Feb 8 Biamsdon & Childs, 
Portsmouth 
Gas Lor, Evwanp, Belper, Derby, Physician Jan 25 Pym, Belper 
Gisposs, Emity Lucy, Maidenh-ad Jan 2i Weed & Mason, Maidenhead 
Gispons, Exige Mania, Maidenhead Jan2l1 Weed & Mason, Maidenhead 
Goopuew, Wri.iam Tuomas, Bexon, Bredgar, Kent, Farmer Feb9 Winch & Co, Sitting- 
urne 
Gaace, Jouxn Wiitiam, West Malling, Kent Feb1 Smiles & Co, Bedford row 
Gaimsry, Axyxa, Churchtown, Cornwall Feb9 Chilcott & Sons, Truro 


| Save, Anruus Georas, Handsworth Feb 16 Pepper & Co, Birmingham 


Jan. 19 1907. 


Porrs, Wit.1AM, Fairfield, Darby Feb 21 Bennett & Co, Buxton 
Powe.t, Grace, 8 Molton, Devon Feb16 Riccard & Son, 8 Molton 


Sagseant, Acyes, Bampton Grange, Westmorland Feb 28 Little Lamonby, Penrith 

Sewev., Jonny, Tottenham Feb 11 Cree & Son, Gray’s inn sq 

Suaw, Mark, Nottingham, Law Clerk Feb 18 Cox, Nottingham — 

Sves, Evtes, Atkins rd, Clapham Park Feb 18 Taylor, Lincoln's inn fields 

Srark, WILLIAM, Westcliff on Sea Feb18 Badham & Comins, 8:lter’s Hail ct. Cannonat 

Tarsuck, Eowarp Laycz, Brixton, Architect Feb 14 Darley & Cumberland, John st, 
Bedford row c oy 

Taytor, Wittiam, King’s Heath, Worcester March 1 Rigbey, Birmingham 

Tuomas, Rev Canon Davip Watter, Holyhead Feb 28 Livyd & Co, Holyhead 

Verte, ADELE TuEness, Marseilles, France Jan 31 Haslip, Martin slo 

Wuitworts, Josgru, Harrowgate, Yorks Feb 28 Chadwick & Sons, Dewsbury 

Wi.tiams, Cuarves, Rock Ferry, Chester, Foreman Engineer March1 Jones & Rees, 


Liverpool : , 
Wisox, Wittiam, Rhydymwyn, nr Mo!d, Flint Feb9 Barber & Son, Fen ct 
London Gazette.—Turspay, Jan. 15. 
Apams, Joun Freperick, Preston, Lancs Feb 12 Boddington & Co, Manchester 


Bacsuaw, Wauter Josgeru, Croydon, Bookseller Feb 18 Roberts, Old Serjeants’ inn, 
Chancery In 


| Barratt, Geonos Ospoane, Crouch hill Feb 11 Billinghurst & Co, Bucklers' ury 


Beare, Dororsea, Cheltenham March 1 Verrall & Borlase, Brighton : 

Beswe.u, Georos, Kingston on Thames, Timber Merchant Feb 9 Marsh & Co, Kingston 
on Thames ; 

Boots, Exizaseta, Battle, Sussex Feb 23 Sankey, Hastings 


| Boguex, Dominique Lucien. Cambridge Feb 15 Francis & Co, Cambridge 


Brewis, Georce Rosson, Newcastle upon Tyne March 1 Chartres & Youll, Newcastle 
upon Tyne 


CiovGu, Ricnarp, Bury, Lancs Feb 25 Butcher & Barlow, Bury 


Cooper, W1LLiam Spencer Hawkesworts, Grosvenor pl! Feb16 Maconchy, Arundel 


| Consett, CaaRgvorre, Weston super Mare Jan3l Burroughs & Son, Bristol 


| Cusgie, Ropert, Blackford Brow, Bury, Lancs Feb 25 Joues, Manchester 


Haise, Wiittam, West Came!, Somerset, Farmer Feb 9 Woodforde, Castle Cary, | 


Somerset 

Haut, Axx, Droylden, Lancs Feb 14 Richards, Denton, nr Manchester 

Harressizy, Joux, Fawnbrake av, Herne Hill, Rate Collecwr Feb 22 Tilling, 
Devonshire chmbrs, Bishopsgate 

Herworts, Axyik, Tideswell, Derby Feb19 Clegg, Sheffield 

Hicsam, Ricnarp, Arhton upon Mersey Feb9 Bovute, Manchester 

Hitprren, Jaxz, Wilmslow, Uhester Feb 25 Hilditch, Manchester 

Hit, Ricuarp, Garforth, nr Leeds, Farmer March 1 Bulmer & Co, Leeds 

Hoposox, Rev Apau Henny, Bath Jan 2 Carpenter, Bath 

Horg, Tuomas Kwiout, Chariog, Kent, Farmer Feb16 Mowll & Mowll, Ashford 

Hest, Geoxrce Waawickx, Hyde pk pl Feb8 Rooper & Whately, Lincoln's ian fields 

Hvrtos, Hexesext, Ranmoor, Sheffield April6 Broomhead & Co, Sheffield 

Jz.iicos, Anrauam Brapizy Kisc, New Southgate March 1 Hammond & Richards, 
Lincoln's inn fields 

Jexxixos. Daviv. Smethwick, Staffs Feb15 Westwood, Birmingham 

Lairs, Heres, Hampstead Febi1 Tucker & Cu, New ct, Lincoln’s inn 

Macwamana, Ricuaxp Kavaxacu, Dublin March 25 Gould & Coombe, Sheffield 

Maxtis, E.iza, Nottingham March 11 Watson & Co, Nottingham 

Mozcas, Gwesxpo.ixe, Lampe‘er, Cardigan Feb7 Jones, Lincoln's ian fie'ds 

Mosze.er, Axpaew, Munster:d, Fulham Febi10 Hid-r & Co, Jermyn st, st James 

Newisoros, Eoucsyp, Ticeburst, Suesex Feb 14 Aitkens & Andrews, Wadburst 

Ospatpestox, Tuomas Hesny, Accrington, Irunmomger March9 Whitaker, Accrington 

Pastisetos, Atice, Lytham, Lancs Febl Brogden, Leigh. Lancs 

Pixsock, James, Colombo, Ceylon March1 Thompson & McMaster, Liverpool 


Daviess, SterHen, Montgomery, Haulier Feb 22 Pryce, Montgomery 
Day, ALFaep Sitvester, Wistaston, nr Crewe, Animal Medicine Manufacturer Feb 1 
Pedley, Crewe 


| Dixos, Marcaret, Distington, Cumberland Feb1 Thompson, Whitehaven 


Foror, Mixyiz, Ferme Park rd, Crouch End. Feb 15 Barrett & Son, Slough, Bucks 
Gansutt, Ropert Witson, Ticehurst, Sussex Feb 21 Brown & Woolnough, Lincoln's 
inn fields 


| Grttagp, Georoe, Bristol, Saw Maker Feb11_ Pomeroy, Bristol 


Green, Many Anne, Moseley, King’s Norton, Worcester Feb2 Robbins, Birmingham 

Hastrep, Witu1aM Rupert, Cannon st rd, St George’sin the East Feb 28 Anning & Co, 
Cheapside ; 

How.err, Cuaazes, Ipswich, Dealer Feb? Vulliamy & Son, Ipswich : 

Hucurs, Jesse, Mannniogford Abbotts, Wilts, Farmer March1 KHadcliff+, Devizes 

Losponperry, Mary CorneviaA Dowager Marchioness of, Grosvenor pl Feb 15 Atkey 
& Co, Sackville st, pom «| 

Lovecrove, Mary Ayn Jang, Tedworth sq, Chelsea Feb 28 Walker & Co, Theobald’s 
rd, Gray’s inn 

Rippett, Grorce Datziet, Iddesleigh mans, Westminster Feb 15 Fowler & Co, 
Victoria st, Westminster 

Vavassevk, James, Knockholt, Kent Feb28 Potter & Co, Queen Victoria st 

Warts, Jutta, Norbiton, Surrey Feb9 Long & Gardiner, Lincoln’s inn fields 


Wiiuams, Bessamixn, Greenodd, nr Ulverston, Lancs Feb 1 Martin & Atkinson, 


Ulverston 

Wiisox, Isapetta Ricuanpsoy, Newcastle upon Tyne Feb17 Hoyle & Co, Newcastle 
upon Tyne 

Wisox, James Hocaorre, Wolverhampton Feb14 May & Court, Wolverhampton 








Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gas-ttie, Farpay, Jan. 11. Jan7 Ord Jan7 


Jowzs, Pattie Epuuyp, Bulford Camp, Wilte, Range Super- ; Bayant, J, Bermondsey st, Glass Merchant Jan 22 at 1 
intendent Salisbury Vet Jan9 Ord Jan9 
Lameext, Joux, Blaengarw, Glam, Tipper Cardiff Pet Burrock, Geoxos, 


Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
; lhbrewsbury, Builder Jan 19 at 11.80 
Law Society’s Room, College hill, Shrewsbury 





RECEIVING ORDERS. 

Assanance, Farvexic«, Billiter st High Court Pet Oct 31 
Ord Jan 8 

Apamus, Agtuve Oxxspy, Princes Drive, Colwyn Bay, 


. huuse Keeper Bangor Pet Jan 7 

Ord Jan7 

Aspeesox, ALexaxpeen, Carlton, Notts, Printer’s Traveller 

nt Pet Jan7 Ord Jan7 

Basrizip, Tuomas, West Hendford, Yeovil, Somerset, 
Builder Yeovil Pet Jan7 Ord Jan7 

Barxes, Watree, Hudderstic 
Pet Jan8 Ord Jan& 

Bacstoxs, Cuae es, Weymouth,Plamber Dorchester Pet 
Jan® Ord Jan9 

Biaxey, Ropveet, Burley in Wharfedale, Yorks, Grocer 
Leeds Pet Jan5 Ord Jan5 

Baowx, Euxest Atrazp, South Blakenhall, Wolver- 
<p Bootmaker Wolverhampton Pet Jan 7 


oD: 
Barast,J. Bermondsey st, Glass Merchant High Court 
Pet Dee 18 Ord Jan 8 ; 
Be. Jouiax, Trehaverne, Truro, Cornwall, Confectioner 
ruro Pet Jan®@ Ord Jan9 
Boiiock, Georce. Abbey Foregate, Shrewsbury, Builder 
threwebury Pet Jan2 Ord Jan 6 
Casas, W E, Castle ot East, Oxford circus, Builder 
High Court Pet lec 20 Orc Jan 8 
Cuazitos, Jons Wititam, Haitvhistle, Northumberland, 
a] Water Manufacturer Carlisle Pet Jan9 Ord 
Jun? 
Cu .scurs, Aiprer Eowsun, Salisbury, Tailor Salisbury 
Jan7 Ord Jan7 
Dustox & Lawsexce, Bromley, Builders Croydon Pet 
Nov2 Ord Jan8 
Eusurr, Wiitian Evwaen, Eggiescliffe. Durham, Grocer 
Mockion on Teese Pet Dee v2 Ord Jan 4 
Esmiout, Rosser Airerv, Defoo rd, *toke Newington 
mer Fimwton PetJan7 Ord Jan7 
Fiuowss, Jons, Winton, Bournemouth, Builder Poole 
P4 Dee Ore Jand 
Grosse, Kouvsv, Pershore, Worcester, Corn Merchant 
Worcester Pet Jani Ord Jan9 
Goan, Kuuetise Mixsiz, Bouthes, Hante Portemouth 
Pe Jan7 Ord jJan7 
Goormas, Hexer, Mumbles, Glam fSwanewa Pet Jan 6 
Ord Jam 6 
Haseu, Kicuszo Mecaxcruon, Clifton, Bristol, Dentist 
Pam. J iy Jen 7 
ze, ter Hever, Yeadon, ur Leeds, Woollen Manu- 
factuser Leeds Pet Dec 22 Ord Jan 4 


ld, Fish Dealer Huddersfield 


Masxs, A J, Fordwych ri, West Hampstead High Court 
Pet Dec 15 Ord Jan 9 

Mezsimas, Ricsaup Wittiam Cuartes Dateymrce, 
Brightoa Brighton Pet Dec2i Ord Jan7 

Mitwakrp, Jous, Cadoxton, Barry, Glam, C erk of Works 
Cardiff Pet Dec13 Ord Jan8& 

ae, Wartsox, Beckenham Croydon Pet Oct 31 Ord 

an 8 

Pickerscitt, Tuomas Witttam, Bramley, Leeds Leeds 
Pet Jan9 Ord Jan 9 

Rawiiscs, Witttam, Totterdown, Bri-tol, Brewery 
Empioyé Bristol Pet Jan9 Ord Jan9 


Bypes, Horace Farpericx James, Carholme rd, Forest | 


Hill, Clerk High Court Pet Nov 30 Ord Jan7 

Suaur, Aric Jous, Coventry, Tailor Coventry Pet Jan 7 
Ord Jan7 

Simpson, Wittiam Hewsray, Haywards Heath, Butcher 
Brighton Pet Jan9 Ord Jan9 

Straxsreco, Wittiam Beavcuame, Elsham rd, Holland rd, 
sagen, Army Tutor High Court Pet Jan9 Ord 

ang 


Teco, Georct, Edmondstown, Penygraig, Glam, Labourer 


Pontypridd Pet Jan7 Ord Jan7 

Temete, Wiittam Hespensoy, Starbeck, nr Harrogate, 
Slater York Pet Jan7 Ord Jan7 

Texer. Eowaep Geouce. Middlesbrough, General Dealer 
Middlesbrough Pet Jan7 Ord Jan7 

Tuomrsos, Ropest, Colchester, Tailor Colchester Pet Jan 
9 Ord Jan9 

Timevey, Cmances, Warminster, Wilts, Coachbuilder 
Frome Pet Jan9 Ord Jan9 

Wattoxs, Tuomas, Tipton, Oil Merchant Dud'ey Pet Jan 
7 Ord Jen7 

Waite, Wittssau Baeice, Craven Park rd, Harlesden, 
Fruiterer High Court Pet Jan8 Ord Jané 

Wiisos, Awrace Unances, Portland rd, South Norwood, 
Baker Croydon Pet Jon Ord Jan 8 

FIRST MUETINGS. 

Aveanames, Farpenica, Biiliter + Jan 21 at 11 Bank- 
ruptey bidgs, Carey et 

Autes, Witttam, Norwich, Flower Grower Jan 21 at 12 
Off Rec, 8, King #, Norwich 

Bainerow, Manoaner, Halford, Lancs, Hay Merchant 
Jam 2iatil Off Kec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Barxex, Peacy Linerey, Pendleton, Salford, Lanes, 
Publican Jan 19 at 11.09 Off Kee, Byrom st, Man- 
chester 

Bexwert, Aveanau, K upon Hull, Builder Jan 22 
at 11.20 Off Kec, T Sy ioue ln, Hull 

Briscey, Roeser, in Wharfedale, Grocer Jan 22 at 
12 Off Bec, 22, Park row, Leeds 


Carrenster, Beenagp Martix, Milton next Gravesend, 
House Decorator Jan 28 at 11.30 115, High st, 
Rochester 

Cua.uis, W E, Castle st East, Oxford circus, Builder Jan 
22at12 Bankruptcy bldge, Carey st 

E.uiort, James, Devonport, Tailor ) 22at11 Off Ree, 
6, Athenzeum ter, Plymouth 

Fay, Eexest Hatny, East Cowes, I of W, Builder Jan 21 
at 3.30 The Fountain Hotel, Cowes, l of W 

Goap, Emymeiine Mixwiz, Sout sea, Hants Jan 21 at § 
Off Rec, Cambridge junc, High st, Portsmouth 

Gueyey, Frepexicx, Ampthill, Beds, Watchmaker Jan 22 
at 10.30 Shirehall, Bedford 

Hauvey, Ropert R, Gt Milton, Oxford Jan 22 at 12 1, 
St Aldates, Oxford 

Heooes, F J, Frances st, Tottenham Court rd, Dairyman 
Jan 22at11 Bankrupte bidgs, Carey st 

Henperson, WIi..iam, Altrin am, Cheshire, Motor 
Engineer Jan 19 at11 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

| Hopason, Atyrep, Leicester. Druggist Jan 21 at 12 Off 

Ree, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Hvurcuines, 8am, Pontymister, Mon, Baker Jan 21 at 12.80 

| Off Rec, 144, Commercial st, Newport, Mon 

Jouxs, Exsest Hexny, Manor Mills, Yeadon, nor 
Woollen Manufacturer Jan 23 at 11 Off Kee, 22, Park 
row, Leeds 
Jux«s, Joun Hexny, Pontypool, Mon, Draper Jan 21 ati 
ff Rec, 144, Commercial st, Newport, Mon 
Laxovox, Joum. Liverpool, Fruit Merchant Jan 23 at 12 
ff Re:, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Lez, Acoeut James, Wolverhampton, Grocer Jan 22 at 12 
Off Rec, Wolverhampton 
McAunacuer, James, Leicester, Manufacturing Stationer 
Jan 22at12 Off Ree, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 
Payse, Henny Geonoe, East Grinstead, Boot Dealer Jan 
2iat 12 Bankruptey bidgs, Carey st 
Peausox, Henny Orway, Woiverbampton, Builder Jan @ 
at 11.80 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 
Pui..ive, Ezaa, Lomgrtanton All Saints, Cambridge, Baker 
Jan 19 at 12.45 Off Reo, 5, Petty Curvy, Cambridge 
Proctor, Joun, Milnthorpe, Westmorland, Labourer Jaa 
26 at 11.30 Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in 


Furness 
| Rypxre, Horace Faepenicx James, Carholme rd, Forest 
Hull, Cleck Jan2lati1 Bankruptcy bldg», Carey st 
| Barrens, Joun, Bwansea, Coal Merchant Jan th 


Kee, 81, Alexandra rd, Swansea 


Suirn, Cxctu Geonor, Kingston wu Hull, Photographer 
hee, Frinity ouse in, Hull 
n, Pen Glam, Labouger 


» Ponty: 


| Jan@@atit Of 
| Txoo, Groncs, yp datow: 
Jan 19 at 11,30 Post Office chm 
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Teue.e, Wittiam Hexperson, 
-— Fugues Off Rec, The Red 
1, Yor! 
Warrox, Joux Henry, Levenshulme, nr Manchester Jan 
19 at 10.30 Off Ree, Byrom st st, Manchester 
Waite, WiriaM Buice, Craven Park rd, 
Fruiterer Jan 2iat12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Woop, Frep, and Herserr Woop, Watersheadings, 
Oidham, Joiners Jan 22 at 11.30 Of Rec, Greaves st, 


Oldham 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


Apaxs, ArgTuus Oamspy, Colwyn Bay, ponating house 
Keeper Bangor Pet Jan7 Ord Jaa 

Aspersoy, ALEXANDER, Carlton, Notts, Printer’s Travellr 
Nottingham Pet Jan7 Ord Jan7 

Batey, Caaa.es Sreraes, Bristol, Tool Merchant Bristol 
Pet Dec5 Ord Jan 9 

BanrieLp, Taomas, West Hendford, Yeovil, Somerset, 
Builder Yeovil Pet Jan7 Ord Jan7 

Barker, Water, Huddersfield, Fish Dealer Huddersfield 
Pet Jan8 Ord Jan 8 

Bauntox, CHARLES, Seana, Plumber Dorchester 
Pet Jan9 Ord Jan 

Buskey, Ropeart, — in Wharfedale, Yorks, Grocer 
Leeds PetJan5S Ord Jan5 

Boopy, AnTHosy Davip, and Jouw Reap a Norwich, 
Builders Norwich ‘Pet Nov 23 Ord Jan 

Ba.pie, Eaxzst Atrrep, Wolverhampton, yp 
Wolverhampton Pet Jan7 Ord Jan7 

Buu, Jutray, Trehaverne, Truro, Cornwall, Confectioner 
Truro PetJan9 Ord Jan9 

Caag.itux, Joun Wittiam, Haltwhistle, Northumberland, 
Mineral Water Manufacturer Carlisle Pet Jan9 Ord 


Jan 9 

Cuixcuzy, Atzert Epwarp, Salisbury, Wilts, Tailor 
Salisbury PetJan7 Ord Jan8 

Exgigut, Kornert A.rrep, Defoe rd, Stoke Newington, 
Auctioneer Edmonton Pet Jan7 Ord Jan7 

Freanxs, Jacos, Chrisp st, Poplar, Milliner High Court 
Pet Dec8 Ord Jun 9 

Goap, Emme tine Mixniz, South ea, Hants Portsmouth 
Pet Jan7 Ord Jan7 

Semen, Se Henry, Mumbles, Glam Swansea Pet Jan 8 
Ord Jan 

Hanwan, i Caar.ies, Coonaught mans, Battersea, 
Dramatie Author Wandsworth Pet Nov 29 Ord Jan7 

Hatca, Ricuarp Me.ancruoy, Cliften, Bristol, Dentist 
Bristol Pet Jan7 Ord Jan7 

Joxes, Eaxest Henny, Yeadon, nr Leeds, yun Manu- 
facturer Leeds Pet Dec22 Ord Jan 

Jones, Pamir Epsvunpv, Bulford Camp, * Wilts, 
Superintendent Salisbury Pet Jan9 Ord Jan9 

Lampert, Jouy, Blaengarw, Glam, Tipper Cardiff Pet 
Jan7 Ord Jan 7 

MoNico., Samvuei a, Delaford, Epping High Court 
Pet Nov17 Ord Jan 9 

Merriman, Ricsarp Witiiam CHartes Dateymp.e, 
Brighton Brighton Pet Drc2i Ord Jan7 

Pickeascitt, Taomas Witiiam, Bramley, Leds Leeds 
Pet Jan9 Ord Jan9 

Raw.iixes, Witiiam, Totterdown, Bristol, Brewery 
Employé Bnstol Pet Jan9 Ord Jan9 

Reixscxe, Rupotrn Caarites Avoustos, Durham terr, 
Westbourne grdas High Cours Pet Oct 13 Ord 


a, Deneeaies 


Lec 12 

oe fo Joun, Coventry, Tailor Coventry Pet Jan 7 
Or 

Simvson, Wittiam Henay, sr ea Heath, Butcher 


Dec 19 Ord Jan 9 
Kensington, Army Tutor High Court Pet Jan 9 
Dec 22 Ord J 
Temete, Witttam Henperson, Starbeck, nr Harrogate, 
Middlesbrough Pet Jan7 Ord 
Timpury, CHaries, 
nr Manchester 
Manchester Pet Dec2i Ord Jan7 
Ware, Wittiam Baice, Craven Park rd, 
South Norwood, Baker 
Merchant Bury 8t Edmunds Pet Nov22 Ord Jan 5 
Nottingham 
Adjad June 90, 1899 Annul Deo 14, 1906 
Leeds Leeds Pet Jan 10 Ord 
an 10 
Avstis, Pursa, sw -F Maesteg, Glam, Collier 
rd Jan 11 
on “2 Nov 
Braap, Barualey, 
ey Pet D Dee st Ord Jan'lt 
ley Pet Jan 12 Ord Jan 12 
ester, Farmer Poole Pet Jan 
an 


Sonpes, Exuaua Jaxx, Bristol Bristol Pet Jan 11 Ord 

fan 11 

Burwiey, Rosa Jaxx, Darlington Stockton on Tees Pet 
Jan9 Ord Jan9 

Couzx, Lionwst Louis, Garway rd, Sayouaten, Jeweller 
High Court Pet Jan 10 Ord Jan I 

CoLprooTT, ALFRED, ieee, Cab Proprietor 

Worcester Pet Jan 11 Ont Jon ll 





Cowrnee.y, Jawes, North Mech Crewe Pet 
Jan10 Ord Jan 10 
Crostaxp, Horace, Provision Merchant 


Sheffield Pet Jan 10 Ord Jan 10 

nom, i. rd, Chiswick, Tailor Brentford Pet Dec 

anil 

pan. eae Hexey, Plymouth, Farmer Plymouth 
Pet Jan 10 Ord Jan 10 

Fiera, aan, Wakefield Wakefield Pet Jan 10 Pet 
Jan } 

Susmeients Fareperick, Sgestemn, Sele, Farmer Swindon 
Pet Jan 12 Ord Jan 12 

Gaypy, Heapeat, Sneinton Dale, wey Fruit 
Merchant Nottingham Pet Jan12 Ora Jan 12 

Gopparp, James, Knutsford, Chester, Gardener Man- 
chester Pet Jan 11 ng we il 


, Coal Merchant Ayles- 
bury Pe: Jan 11 Ord Jan it 
i, Exiza, Cambridge Cambridge Pet Dec 20 Ord 


Blackburn, Grocer Blackbarn Pet 


Hasmays, * P, Brook gn, Hammersmith, Furniture Dealer 
High Court Pet 31 Ord Jan 11 

Hangvey, Atseat Woo.rey, Uttoxeter, Staffs, Greengrocer 
Burton PetJanil Ord Janill 

Hearpex, WALTER Soe Tollington pk High Court 
Pet Dec 2i Ord Janl 

moe, Rae T:uro, Builder Truro Pet Jan10 Ord 


Jan 1 
Hopaz, -™ Cernas, Burnham, Bucks, Brickmaker 
Windsor 


Pet Jan 10 Ord Jan 10 
Hout, Earnest, Chorley, Lancs, Blacksmith Bolton Pet 
Jan 10 Ord Jan 10 : 

Hows, Joun ty Rhy!, Flint Bangor Pet Jan 10 
Ord Jan 19 : 
Kent, Grorcr Cuarces, Southend on Sea, Essex, Furniture 

Dealer Chelmsford Pet Jan 9 Ont’ Jan 9 
Cuartes Grorce, Yarm, Yorks, Joiner 
erton Pet Jan10 Ord Jan 0 
Mere, Taomas, Walsall, Harness Furniture Manufacturer 
Walsall Pet Jan8 ‘Ord Jan 8 
Nexpuanx, Josern, L:eds,Coal Hawker Leeds Pet Jan 10 
10 


Ord Jan 
Faaxk Joun, Pembroke Dock, Pembroke, 
Pe Dock Pet Jan 10 Ord Jan 10 
Parress, Caprars Jous, Swansea, Publican Swansea Pet 
1 Ord Janil 
Paturs, Jonx Apert, Worth, Saint La 
broke, Farmer Pembroke Dock Pet Jan 12 
Powsr, Owen, Bridgend, Debt Collector Carai 
11 Ord Jan 10 
Paice, Tuomas Jony, Brynhyfryd, Se, Copper Shearer 
Swansea Pet Jan li Ord Jan 1 
Suira, James Macvonatp Shetiield, Provision Merchant 
Sheffield Pet Jan ii Ord Jan 11 
Suire, Joan Atseat, Oxford, Bootmaker Oxford Pet 
Jan9 Ord Jan 9 z 
eae ~ ty 8, Stockwellay High Court Pet Decé 
an 4 
Taomas, Jouyx, Onllwyn, Glam, Labourer Aberavon Pet 
Ord Jan 10 


Seagenat gs, Jouy, 
Jan10 Ord Jan 10 


Lorrnovss, 
Northal! 


PAacuer, 
Tob 





Pem- 
Jan 12 
et Dec 


Jan 10 
Townxenv, Joszspu, Golear, nr H Builder 
Huddersfield Pet Jan 10 Ord Jan 10 


Grores, Radcliffe, Lancs, Pork Butcher 
Pet Jan 16 Ord Jan 10 
Witioocks, Gertaupe Buascar, “wey Bassex, 
mistress Colchester Pet Jan 12 Jan 12 
Winreeriecp, H, Watney st, Commercial rd, Confectioner 
High Court 


Wansuaton 
Bolton 


Pet DecS5 Ord Jan 10 
FIRST MEETINGS. 


Auuzx, Tom, and Jouy Taurrox Aucex, Mitcham, Market 
Gardeners Jan 23 at 12.30 132, York rd, Westminster 


snore gs ch 11, OM Bec, 4, Uastle pl, Park oh, Nottingham 
an e pl, 
Axuzs, Joux Epwaxp, ahs an 4% at 11 Off Reo, 22, 
hay SE Jan 24 at 3 
ARK ALTER, ler Jan 
Off Reo, Praden tial bidgs, New st, H 
Bavencomss, 7 Victoria Farmer 
Jan 23 at 3 Mesers Curtis & Son, Market pi, Poole 
Bucuas, Kuma Jaze, Bri a Nursing 
‘or Reo, 26, Baldwin a, 


Home Jan 28 at 12.15 

Buuu, Juuas, Treha Truro, Cornwall, Confectioner 
Jan Mat l2 Off Reo, wen st, Truro 

Caaa.tox, Joux Wiuuax, Haltwhistle, Northumberland, 
‘Mineral Water Manufacturer Jan 2S at 12 34, Fisher 


Cutwcusy, ALBERT Eowanp, 
1 OF ehm 





Fiat Aanon Ww 2.9 Of 6, Boad 
4, 
tet, Wakelield 


wren rn, Dogme Dt Jan 3 at 


Worcester, Corn Merchant 
orvester 


Congest Se Jan %atl2 Off Res, 


Haamas, a, oe cagecy ge Oars 
— 23 at 12.30 Off Reo, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 
nina, Bowe Shirehall, _ 
Hour, Eayest, ms Lancs, Blackamith Jan ¥% at 3 
»“Puruir Evwuxp, Balford Camp, Wilts, Range 
~~; Tan'28 at 11.80 Off hee, City chmbrs, 


op Liam, Came Se 


Mans, A J, Fordwych rd, West ‘Hampetead Jan % at li 

Nexpuam, Joszrs, san, Doak Hawker Jan & at 11.30 
Park row, 

Pari miiam Hewey, Iriam, or 


Manchester, Com 
Clerk Jan@at3 Of ‘Bec, Byrom st, Man- 
Promnasnten, Funes Winstons Sesnies, Save Jan 23 at 


11.39 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Rawuixes, Wiit1am, Totterdown, 

ployé Jan 23 at il. 45 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, 
Scusgiper, Astave Gorpos, Instow, Jan Mat 3 


i Barnst 
yg all L~ g r Heath, 


Suupsox, Sussex, 
Jan 2 at 11 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bidgs, 
Srarrt, x Epwanrp, 
Recents Ranga rsh it! SPS 
st, Coventry 
Sraysriety, Wittiam Beavosaxr, Elsham rd, Holland rd, 


ae sae Jan =i Bankruptcy 
maee A, Gieckwdier Jan2ati2 Bankruptey 
at 
Tompson, Pzacy Sax, Surrey, Market Gardener 
Jan 24 at 11.30 132, ¥ Westmiaster Bridge 
Taompsos, aa =, Tailor FebSatil Cups 
Trwsury, Cuantes, Warminster, Wilts, Coachbuilder Jan 


23 at 12 Off Ree, 26, Baldwin 
Towxenn, Josers, Golcar, ar H 
24at3.30 Off Rec, Prudential 


Srrose, 


Builder Jan 
bidgs, New st, Hudders- 
Trize, J B, Westbury, Wilts Jan 23 at 11.50 O@ Ree, 

26, Baldwin st. Bristol 
“ae Off Ee, Castle chases, 6, Ver yy 
i ernon 
Vane ~; Guonse, Radlfe, Las Lanes, Pork Butcher Jan 
at 


Wixrearistp, H, Watory vi, Commercial rd, Confectioner 
Jan 24at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


‘ Pet Jan 12 Ord Jan 12 
Card Pet Jan 11 Cate wr 


an 
Cuatiis, Wittiam Eowanp, Castle at 
Builder Court Pet Dee 2 Ord 


Demers, Ricuaap . Farmer Plymoath 
. Ww 
“Pet Jana Ord Jan 10 
Frata, Aasox, Wakefield Pet Jan 10 Ord 


Woorar, Uttoxeter, 
ate em Caape 
Truro Jan 10 Ord 


Lancs, Blackemith Bolten Pet 








Brighton Pet Jan9 Ord Jan9 
Sisma, Lixs, Hoxton st, Hoxton, Hosier High Court Pet 
Sraxsrecp, Wituiam Beavcuamp, Elsham rd, Holland m4, 
Ord Jan 9 
Tayor, we nd ann, Bristol, Baker Bristol Pet 
Teoc, Grorae, i AR Penygraig, Glam, Labourer 
Ponty ridd PetJan7 Ord Jan7 
Slater York Pet Jan7 Ord Jan7 
Teray, Epwarp Groace ———-. General Dealer 
Jan 
Taoursox, Ropert, Colchester, Tailor "Obdues Pet 
Jan9 Ord Jan 9 
Warminster, Wilts, Coachbuilder 
‘rome PetJan9 Ord Pet Jan9 
Watroxy, Joux Henry, Levenshulme, 
Warr, Faaxx mythe, Kent, Builder Canterbury Pet 
Dec 18 Ord Jaa7 
Harle:den, 
Fruiterer High Court Pet Jan8 Ord Jan8 
Witsox, Artava Cuaaues, 
Croydon Pet Jan8 Ord Jan8 
Wostexmura, Conrad Jonx, Ixworth, Suffolk, Wine 
ADJUDICATION ANNUULED. 
Bocock, Everarp, Nottingham, Joiner 
London Gasetie,—Turapay, Jan. 15, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Auss, Joun Epwaap, 
Arecayvanp, Frans, Carnforth, Lancs, Clothier’s Assistant 
Preston Pet Jani2 Ord Jan 12 
Cardiff Pet Jan 11 
Baxcaorr, Joun, jus, South Shore, Blackpool, Wine Mer- 
chant’s Tra’ Lr ll Ord Jan 11 
Epwaap, h G 
Victualler 
Baeyxerr, Cuances Howson, Basford, Staffs, Artist Han. 
Seen JAMES, 
Buon, Domimic, Wolverhampton, Butcher Walsall Pet 
Jan® Ord Jan 9 





jan #4 at ryt} O Rec, Copenhagen ot, W 





200 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 


Jan. 19, 1907. 








Howr, Joux Detanoy, Rhyl, Flint Bangor Pet Jan 10 
Ord Jan 


1 

Howg.t, Atrrep, Birmingham, Licensed Victualler 
Birmingham Pet Jan 5 Ord Jan 10 

Kext, Grorcre Cranies, Southend on Sra, Furniture 
Dealer Chelmsford Pet Jan9 Ord Jan9 

Lexpow, Arntz, 8t —_ 8 In, Charing Cross High Court 
Pet Oct 18 ‘Ora Deo 1 

Lortrnousr, CuarLes a Bentley Hill, Yarm, Yorks, 
Joiner Northallerton Pet Jan10 Ord Jan 10 

Mp? kes, Tuomas, Walsall, Harness Furniture Manufacturer 
Walsall Pet Jan8 Ord Jan8 

Nerpnam Josern, Leeds,Coal Hawker Leeds Pet Jan10 
Ord Jan 10 

Pater, Fraxk Joux, Pembroke Dock, Pembroke, Hair- 
dresser Pembroke Dock Pet Jan 10 Ord Jan 10 

Pai.uirs, Jonx Atsert, Worth, 8t Lawrence, Pembroke, 
Farmer Pembroke Dock Pet Jan12 Ord Jan 12 

Price, Tuomas Jonny, Brynhyfryd, Swansea, Copper Shearer 
Swansea Pet Janil Ord Jan 11 

Emitn, James Macposatp, Sheffield, Provision Merchant 
theffi id Pet Janii Ord Jan il 

Ssaitn, Jons Atpert, Oxford, Bootmaker Oxford Pet 
Jan9 Ord Jang 

Srait, Frank Epwarp, Henley in Arden, Warwick, Mer- 
chant’s Manager Warwick Pet Dec 21 Ord Jan 10 

Tuomas, Joux, Onllwyn, Glam, Labourer Aberavon Pet 
Jan 10 Ord Jan 10 

Towxenp, Josern, Golcar, nr Huddersfield, Builder 
Huddersfield Pet Jan 10 Ord Jan 10 

Wanrsurtoy, Grorct, Radcliffe, Lancs, 
Bolton Pet Jan10 Ord Jan lo 

Wi voocks, Gertaupe Biayxcue, Mistley, Essex, 
mistress Colchester Pet Jani12 Ord Jan 12 


Butcher 
School- 


Pork 








Settenee 602 Holborn. 


EDE, SON AND RAVENSCROFT 


Founpep 1x Tae Reign or Wiit1am & Mary, 1689. 
ROBE COURT 
MAKERS. TAILORS. 
To H.M. THE KING & H.M. THE QUEEN. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


LBVBB SUITS IN CLOTH & VBLVET. 
Wigs for Registrars, Town Clerks, & Coroners. 
CORPORATION §& UNIVERSITY GOWNS. 


93 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1900. 


AUTHORITY 








BY 


Every requisite —_ the above Acts supplied on the 
shortest notice. 


The BOOKS and FORMS kept in Stock for immediate use. 


Suane CeRtTiricates, DEBENTURES, &c., engraved and 
printed. Orrictat Szars d d and e t 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO., 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &c., 
4, FLEET STREET, LONDON, E.C. (corner of 
Serjeante’ Inn). 





Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


BRAND'S 
MEAT JUICE 
FOR INVALIDS. 


Prepared from the Finest Meat only. 


in Flasks, pr price 2/6. 
SOLD EVERYWHERE. 


BRAND & CO., Limited, MAYFAIR, W. 








Grateful—Comforting. 


EPPS’S 


A welcome delicacy for 


COCOA 


Breakfast and Supper. 


In the High Court of Justice. Chancery Division.—1901» 
8 , No. 1,117.—Mr. Justice Parker.—Re William Richard 
Sutton, deceased. Sutton and Others v. Attorney- 
General. 

By order of the Trustees of William Richard Sutton, Esq , 
deceased, acting under the direction of the Court of 


Chancery. 
Important SALE of 
30 FREEHOLD and LONG LEASEHOLD SHOPS, 
PRODUCING £24°2 PER ANNUM, 

Situated in the main thoroughfares of established districts 
in North London. Also TWO well-secured FREEHOLD 
GROUND- RENTS of £20 per annum each, forming the 
first a of the Estates of the late William Richard 
Button, Ka 

Mé. W. “VINCENT JULL (of the firm of 

Messrs. HORNE & CO.) is instructed to SELL id 

AUCTION, in Lots, at the MART, Tukenhouse-yard, E.C, 

on TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 19, 1907, at TWO o'clock : 

30 Valuable FREEHOLD and LONG LEASEHOLD 
SHOPS, let to excellent tenanta, and offering secure and 
improving Investments to trustees and others. 

ots. Property. Holding 


1to5 324, 326, 330a,330n, and 330c, 
Hol oway-road 
6 to 14 |1 to 9, Elect ric-parade, Seven 
Sisters-road ... 
15 to 20 38 to 43, Topsfield-parade, 
Crouch Ené i 
21 & 22 37and 44, Topsfield-parade, 4 
Crouch End... *4 
23 to 27 1. 2, 2a, 3, 6, and 7, Station- 
parade, Highgate se 
1, Victoria-parade, Muswell 
Hill 
29 to 32 351, 355, 357, and 359, High- 
road, Wood Green....... Ditto 200 
Particulars may be obtained (when ready) of Messrs. 
Lamb, Son, & Prance, Solicitors 17, Ironmonger-lane, E.C. 
Sutton Estate Offices, Spencer House, South-place. aes 
gate street, E.C ; andof Messrs. Horne & Co., Auctioneers, 
8), Gresham-street, E.U., and 8, Delahay-street, West- 
minster. 


Rents, 





£ 
Leasehold 530 
Ditto 
Freeho'ds 
Freehold 
Ground-rents 
Leasehold 


Freehold 


540 
570 
{ 40 


452 


28 
110 





By order of the Mortgagees 
wooD pe — Excellent FREEHOLD SHOPS and 
Range of STARLING in the main road. 
J bg" HORNE & CO. will SELL by 
CTION, at the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., 
on TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 1”, 1907, at TWO o'clock :— 

The commanding FREEHULD SHOPS and 8STABLING 
Nos. 264 and 266, High-road, Wood Green, -ituated in the 
centre of a busy and improving shopping district, and both 
let to tenants on repairing leases, having long terms to run 
at very low rents; also a Range of Stabling in the rear, 
approached from Canning-crescent, all let to weekly or 
monthly tenants. The whole at present producing £150 per 
annum, 

Particulars of Messrs. Jennings, Son, & Allen, Solicitors, 
69, Leadenhall-street, E.C.; and of Messrs. Horne & Co., 
85, Gresham-street, E.C., and 8, Delahay-street, West- 
minster. 





ST. ANDREW'S HOSPITAL 
MENTAL DISEASES, 


NORTHAMPTON. 
For the Unper and Middie Classes only. 


PRESIDENT : 
THE RIGHT HON. THE EARL SPENCER, K.G. 


The Institution is pleasantly situated in a healthy 
locality, one mile from the Northam m Station of the 
London and North-Western and Mid Railways, and 
one-and-a-half hours only from London, and is surrounded 
by more than 100 acres of pleasure groun: 

The terms vary from 31s. 6d. to £4 43.4 "week, according 
to the requirements of the case. These terms may be 
reduced by the Committee of Management under special 
circums' 


tances. 

Patients hi + rates can have Special Attendants, 
Horses ote J = Private Rooms in the Hospital, 
or in Detached Villas in Sih Grounds of the Hospital ; or at 
Moulton Park, a branch establishment, two miles from the 


Hi 

There “is also a Seaside House Bryn-y-Neuadd Hall, 
Lianfairfechan, N. Wales, beautifully situated in a park of 
180 acres, to which patients may be sent. 
+ od further information apply to the Medical Superin- 
tendent. 


Treatment of INEBRIETY. 
DALRYMPLE HOUSE. 


RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
For Gentlemen a the Act and privately. 


Vor Terms, &c., apply to 
D. moss, | a B0S.. &c., 


Telephone: P.O. 16, Onn 








ADAME TUSSAUD'S EXHIBITION.— 


character of Nero. 
Lifelike Portrait Model of the “late Sir Wilfrid Lawson. 





Open 9 till 10. 





REALISTIC TABLEAU, The BURNING of | 
E. Mr. Beerbohm Tree in the 


By order of the Executors of the late John Crowle, Esq, 
In the ROYAL BOROUGH of KENSINGTON. 

No. 13, BRAMHAM GARDENS.—Commodious TOY 
RESIDENCE, containing eleven good bedrooms, dressij 
apd bath-100ms, drawing-room, morning-room, dinil 
room, lounge, and offices ; let on lease at £250; leave 
years; ground-rent £40 

No 8, CROMWELL ROAD.--The highly-import 
BUSINESS PREMISES, situate at the corner of Croz 
well and Gloucester-roads, and comprising double-fron 
sh .p and dwelling-house ; let upon lease for 21 ycars 
£425 per annum ; lease 44 years; very low ground-re 
£10 per annum. 

EARL’S COURT ROAD (Nos. 2 and 4, Fopstone-road), 
TWO RESIVENCES, each sixteen rooms, bath, a 
offices ; No. 2 in hand, No, 4 let on lease at £100; le 
66 years; ground-rent "£13 10s. per house. 

EDWARDES SQUARE (Nos. 1 to 6, Edwardes-studios),— 
A substantial BUILDING, comprising six suites off 
rooms, let at annual rentals of from £65 to £75; Leightoms 
Lodge, containing two suites of rooms; let at £75 pee 
annum ; and a compart Block of Stabling Premises, 
upon lease until March, 1910, at the yearly rent of £38 
The whole held for a term, expiring in 1910, at a groun 
rent of £30 per annum. 

No. 28, 30, 32, and 34, Fenelon-road, Warwick-road.—9 
FOUR Six-roomed HOUSES, let and producing £161 447) 
per annum, lease 31} years ; oe ground-rent. 

LONDON DOC 
A PROFIT RENTAL of £1, o per annum. 
The Valuable LEASEHOLD PROPERTY known as Now 
8T. GEORGE’S STREET, E., and comprising a sube) 
stantially constructed Warebouse of six floors, , 
extensive frontages to St. George’s-street and Penni 
ton-street ; and has a fioor area of about 78,300 ft.; 
upon repairing lease for 42 yrars at a rental of £2,800 
annum; heid for a term of 76 years unexpired 
ground-rent of £1,100 ys gaa. 
ACTON 


TON. 

Nos. 1, 3, 5,7, 9, and 11, GOLDSMITH AVENUE.—SE 
Attractive RESIDENC ES, each 9 rooms, bath-room, &. 3) 
let on agreements at £40 per annum each ; leases 76 yearsg. 
ground-rent £4 10s. each ; in separate Lo ts. 

No. 64, STANLEY ROAD.—FREEHOLD PROPER’ 
known as ST. [VES LAUNDRY, and comprising d 
ing-house, with laundry buildings ; let on lease for 3§ 
years, at £45 per annum. 

GROUND-RENTsS of £13 10s., secured on Nos. 26, 28, 

30, Perryn-road, Acton ; lease 72 _s unexpired, 
EDMONTON 
To Builders, Speculators, and C ‘reators of Ground-renta, | 

Valuable FREEHOLD BUILDING ESTATE, situate cle 
to White Hart-lane Station (G.E.Rly.), covering an : 
of 6a. 35p., and having a frontage to Queen -street ; builds 
ing operations extensively carried on in the immed 
neigbourhood, and the land is ripe for development. ; 

I OUGLAS YOUNG & CO. will SEL F 

the above by AUCTION, at the “ E.C., 

WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 27, at TWO.—P 

particulars, and "conditions of sale of the Solici awe Me 

Nl.ck, Monro, & Atkinson, 31, Queen Victoria-strert, E.G. 

Messrs. Turner & Co., 34 and 85, High Holborn, W.C.; 

of the Auctioneers, 51, Coleman-street, E.C, 





Telegrams: ‘* Decidable, London.” 
N 
ATE AGENT, 
| Investors, also for Rating, Probate, and Compensation 
| the Letting of every description of City, West 
| well-built City and West End Properties of e 


| Telephones : 863 Westminster, Nat. ; 1,161 Victoria, P.O. 
R. F. J. RONALD, 
wavaEes, Wy ER, AUC TION EER, and 
Be_GRavia Sauter 72, Vicroria-sTReet, 8.W. 
VALUATIONS for intending Mortgagees and other 
| Cases. Inventories made. 
RENTS COLLECTED, ESTATES MANAGED, and 
| Town, snd Country Properties undertaken. 
MORTGAGES can be arranged on substantial and 
very 
description, either Freehold or Leasehold. Only high- 
| class securities entertained. 








BUNTINGFORD RETREAT A 
SANATORIUM. 
FOR GENTLEMEN SUFFERING FROM INEBRIETY OR © 


ABUSE OF DRUCS. 


a or under the Inebriates Acts. 
‘o Resident Medical Officers. 


ones --- 13 to 3} Quineas. 
} mile from Station, G.E.R 


Apply to ~ Superintendent,” Hiliside, Buntiagf 





INEBRIETY. 


MELBOUBNE HOUSE, LEICESTER 
PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES. 4 
Attendant: ROBERT SEVESTRE, 
: H. M. RILEY, Assoc. X 
ears’ Experience. Excell 
‘or terms and partic 


a. ¢ «). 
Study of Inebriety. 
Legal and Medi: : 
apply Miss RILEY, or the Principal. 


Teteqraraic Appress: “ MEDICAL, LEICESTER® 


OOLOGICAL GARDENS- 
OPEN DAILY from 9 a.m. until sunset. Admisst 
on Sundays, Fellowes and Fellows’ Orders only. ond 


6d.; other days,1s. Children, 6d. The Prince of Wak 
Collection is now on view. The Band of the 2nd 





| Guards will perform from 4 to 6 o’clock every Sat 


until further notice. 











y/ 


